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MONTGOMERYCOUNTYDEPAR~ENT OF P- AND WNING

~E WWDNAmONW CAPITU
P~K ANO PWING COMMISSION

8787Geor$aAvenue

Silva Spring MaTbnd 2091@3760

MCPB
1122198
Item #9

DAE: January 16, 1998
TO: Montgome~ County Planning Bo d
~OM:

Ji
Wynn E. Wltthans, ASL~ MCP
Development Review
Planning Deptiment St~
(301) 495-4584

m: Charlea Loehr, Chief &
Develotsment Review

~~W T~E:
APPL~G FOR

PRO~CT N-:
CASE #:

RE~W BASIS:

ZONE:
LOCATION
MASTER PL~

APPLICANT:

FE~G DA~:
HEMG DA~:

‘SitePlan Review
768 units 75 SFD, 295 TOAOUWS, “398multifdy inclusive of 96 MPDU’S

Clarksbu~ Town Center - Phase I
8-98001

59-D-3 of the Montgome~ County Code is required for the optional method
of development in this zone.
W-2, Residential Mixed Use Development, Specialty Center
Northeast of the intersection of Clarksburg Road and Stringtown Road
Clsrksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Are% June 1994

Cltiburg bd Associates L.P. and Piedmont kd Associates L.P. and T/A
Clarksburg Town Center Venture
August 1; 1997
January 22, 1998

Wts have been made as follows:~ indicates deleted text and ~~tl$ indicates added tefi.

ISSUES WMA~G AT T= T~ OF THE STAFF REPORT

The issues of the site plan review included ErrvironmenC Transportation; ParWSchool; Historic
Preservation; Site Planning Landscaping and Lighting Community Plating; Citizen Issues; and
Project Management. These title heads til be used throughout this report to orgtie information.



The summary of how these issues were resolvd through site plan review@ follow later in this
report. The remaining issues are unresolved at the time of the stti report and W be discussed by
the appliwt or stti during the hearing:

Transportation
“

. . . .
~-

,,~’,.,‘,“-+?~,;+~,,~~---,~:~,-,‘,.~~+.~!~l~?~;~.*~
,.,.,.,.,.,...,............................................. . .. ... . . . . ........ ..........................

Park /School
The Board of Education again requests of M-NCPPC the dedication of part of the PsrW
School site. This request was denied during the Pretitin~ Pl~ heaenng (per memo of
December 31, 1997 in Appendm). &~#=##W~$~=,~##~~[==.

Site Planning, Landscaping and Lighting, Community Planning
No issues remain beyond the conditions of approval.

Project Administration
No iswes remain beyond the conditions of approval.
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STAFF ~CO_NDA~ON

APPROVAL OF ~AL WA~R QUALW PLAN includlng the Stormwater Management
Concept with conditions as stated within the January 15, 1997 memo from MCDPS in AppendK,
including waiver of Chapter 49-35 tiougb 4943 of the County Code @ill 46-91) “ Closd Section
Roads in the SPA” as noted in the above memo;

APPROVAL of 768 units, inclusive of 96 MPDWS with the foflowing waivers:

Section 59 -E-3.7 - Schedule of off street parking spaces (to reduce the number of on-site
parking apaws with the provision of parking within the public street);

Section 59-C- 1O.38 - Minimum Bufidmg Setbacks - reduces building setbacks to 50 feet
adjoining the abutting property as estabhshed in the Project Plan;

Additiody, the approval confirms the waivers established with Preti~ Plan #1-95042
1) waiver of distance between intersections per 50-26 Subdivision Regulation&
2) approval of closed section street sections subject to MCDOT approval,

And the subject to the fo~owing renditions:

1. Standard Conditions of Approval dated Januw 16, 1998 (Appendix A).

Environment

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Ml agriculturrd ar=s within the environmentrd buffer which have not yet been taken out of
production and stabilized with a suitable grass cover W be converted accordingly prior to
any authorization to clear and wade for development on the prope~.

Record plats to reflect debeation of a Category I Conservation easement which includes
ar- tiectd by fis site plan to show a 100 ya floodpl~ stretiwetlmd buffer and forest
conservation ar- that are not part of the park ddlcation ares.

Submit final desi~ plans for the stream valley crossings at Main Street to Environmental
Planning Dl~sion staff for review and ~

. .

'_!=3&l=~~fi,==~~B=i pl~mu~demonstrate adherence toth~
current MCDPSMCDPW tildelines for Envirorunentfly Sensitive Strm Crossings.

Proposal natural surface trail within the &eenway Park to be field located by applicant’s
representative and M-NCPPC Envirorunentd Planning and Park staff per Development
Program within the Site Plan Enforcement Agreement.

Final erosion and sediment control plans shall be submitted to Envirorunentd Planning
Division sttifor review and comment prior to approval by MCDPS.
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8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

The appficant shw implement a progrm of ddy inspections, maintenrmm end repairs as
n=ssary, and detailed ddy documentation of inspection and mainterrarrw activities ford
sediment and erosion control measures r~uired end constructed on the sit% Such a program
shd be carried out .~ g#f+&*3r##Eg of ~
MCDPS m @he appficant shall pay the m~= rmonable eost~ ~
~ The apptimt shall mntirme to meet with and woperate
with ~ ““~”’”: ‘~,~~s; Documentation ofinsp~o~ msintenana, and repair activities
SM be avtiable for DPS review and use.

The Fores! Conservation Plan shall be approved and bonded prior ~ .
~, issu~w of the erosion and sediient mntrol perrnit.~

. .
>

N stormwster management OUMS which @end into the environmentrd buffer shall be field
located by apphcrmt’s representative, MCDPS, and M-NCPPC Environmental st~prior to
approval of the stormwater msnagementisediment control permits by MCDPS.

M-NCPPC Errvironmentd Planning Division staff shall review and approve detailed design
plans for any wetland mitigation sites within the entironmentd buffers prior to issuance of
sediment control permits or authotition to clear and grade any of these ar-.

Reduw the amount of impervious surfaces within the development by deleting the on-street,,-,,, , ,., , ,,+
~tifi~d r~ucing ro~~a~?fi~~t on:%%,@_#~~~~~%~~~;==~%1=!~ . .
&xTm:@tiYkY@m;s~@: .~ ,>

~ 3 ~) the str~ valley side of Street “U from Street ‘V to
the bkepath crossing and 4%) on Street ‘D west of its intersection with Street “U- pending
MCDPW&T and MCDPS approval.

Revise Shwt L9 of the landscape plans to increase the evergreen tree planting along
StringtowrrRoad in order to provide more year-round visual screening of outdoor rear yard
areas from Stringtowrr Road for noise mitigation purposes.

Revise the signature set of site and lmd~pe plans to show 6 foot fences for visual screening
of the r= yards of Lots 23 and 33, Block K and bt 51, Block L horn Stringtowrr Road for
noise mitigation purposes.

Signature set of the landscape plans to include planting for d stormwater management
titia and to be rtiewed and approved by M-NCPPC staff in coordination with MCDPS.

No cl%ng or grading prior to Planning Department approval of the signature set of site
plms.
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Transposition

16.

17.

18,

19.

20.

21.

22.

ParMSchool

23. If applicable,, per MC Pubhc Schools memo of December31, 1997, in the Append% the
aPPlicmt sh~ conduct a testing program, the find report signed and soled by a registered
professional engineer, authenticating the adequacy of the deposited SOUSto support typicrd
budding foundation loads.

24. The Orwnway path to include sufficient space to provide for a fighting, sttiltied path and
adequate headroom for pedestrian crossing under the Main Street Crossing,

25. The ptiwhool dedimtions schedde to conform to Preliminary Plan # 1-95042 Conditions
6 and 7, see Appendk.
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26. Ml des contracts, advertising and other information shd include notification that there is
an active park in the arm ml that MC dnring measures W be tist~ed ~th fi~ pafig.

27. N instruction within M-NCPPC property to meet with Parks Department spectimtions and
approval prior to release of construction permits for the park.

Wstoric Prwervation

28. The right+f-way for Stringtown Road shorddbe no closer to the historic Day House than 20
feet from the side wdl of the building (excluding the porch).

29. Lighting at dl road intersections within the Historic District, and especiauy at Stringtown
Road and Frederick Road, should be designed to have a minimal impact on the Historic
District. The fighting within the Historic District - both fixtures and intensity - should be .
compatible with the historic and residential character of the are% as allowed by the utifity
mmpsnies and MCDPW&T and MCDPS.

30. Per the Project Plan approval, if the ROW is available, construct Main Street to MD 355
within the Historic District prior to completion of the project. At such time when the land
is made available, share direct moving expenses ody for relocating an existing house within
the Hstoric Dti~ and if the apphmt and owner agree, make avdable the identified outlot

~ tobemergdtithapotiionoftheadjacentpwwlsomtocratemotherlo*.

31. Added design for the pubhc spatiiterpretative area which will include the Clark Family
Cemetery headstones must be submitted for stti review and approval prior to release of
signature set. Protection of the headstones from weather deterioration should be a hi@
priority and shodd be specifically addressed in the detded design submission. It would dso
be desirdle for the marker to be Iocatd in a more wrrtrd area and better integrated into the
pubhc open space than is being provided.

32. ~~m~$fl~~~~lti~wtwfwfff~~g%~%j~:;~jto ~,“-~:’’”:fv~$$
,,,.,..,,.,,.,,-.;..,,.,,.,,,,,...,.,.,,.,,.,,,,...,”,,. . ,,#,,,,,,., , , , , .,,.,.,.,,-,

single family home area duectly adjacent to the Historic District, to filfiu the Project Plan
condition to approximate R-200 zone lot width standards.

Site Planning, Landscaping and Lighting

33. Doled land~ing plm for this site plan to be approvti by stti prior to the signature set
and should reflect the design concepts, the sizes and planting conditions established in the
mbmittd.
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34.

35.

36,

37.

38.

Fti Lighting plans for the intd fieets to be wmparable to the “Hagerstown” fight fi~re
shall be cotigured so as to reduce the @are into the night sky by uttig appropriate
wattage, shields or other techniques that are in conformmce with utfity company and
MCDPS and MCDPW&T requirements.

hd~irrg Plm to show interim lrmd~ing for the Town Square prior to the wrrstruction
of adjoining units, for staff review and approval.

The MPDU townhouses in the Town Square District must include recr=tion areas nearby
the site plan and record plats must identi~ d] MPDU locations.

fie appficarrt may propose compatible changes to the units proposed, u mwket con~tions. .
e, pro~dd-the furrd~entd find[ngs of the Planning Board remain intacdw~~fi~maJ.:2N{g#*,32.+;*.

E&;Ei;9sm@;w~#%xm%fifl#w%#%%mgmi##:Ew#$%:m%f:m%w#35f%[#
~ bulldmg type ~d Iocatio% open spaw, recreation and pedestrian and vehicular
circulatio~ adequacy of parking etc. for stti review and approval.

Community Planning

39. $,==,*$~*~%?~*rw.,,’,~~~~?4~/,zw::-x‘~~The appficant shall work with the County ;~.m.~~$iti~wi!=.~ a
suitable ~ . . ~#~~u-~,~j~~~~#;fi the town square ~

. .
~thin the area to be dedicated for that use.

Project Administration

40. The Site Plan Enforcement Agreement to include the foflowing: plat schedule as submitted
to stti, complete language of condition 6 and 7 from Preliminary Plan #1-95042 regarding
the b~ field ddlcation and construction Scheddq refererr= to the” agreement for Exchange
of Land to include timing triggers of dedication for MCPD Legal’s review and comment;
reference to the v~dity period; maintenance for d private recrationd ar~ SW open
SPH, etc; and that the level of mtiterrarrm for entire project to be of ~ud qudlty and not
solely dependent upon contributions of an individud area.

41. The Home *ers Association documents or equivalent to include provision for: complete
public use and acwss to private streets for vehicular and pedestrian us~ that they shd be
perrnsnenfly open for pubhc use; that the paking spins maybe assigned to irrdividud unity
that maintenarrm of streetscape items within the pubhc right-of-way ie brick wrdks, trees,
hghts, etc.
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I 42. The Development Program shall include: staging of amenities to o~r with site plan
m-don and to include MCPD retiew and approval of path location tithin the Geenway
park prior to construtiion.

43. No mrrstrution oftits adjoining Midmunty Mend in Block M, per Prehmirr~ Plan #l-
95042 Condition 16e, until the Md-County Mend is built.
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MONTGOMERYCOUNTY DEPMTMENTOF Pm ~D PMNING

~E MARWNBNAmONfi CAPITfi
PARKAND PWNING COMMISS1ON

8787 Gco@aAvenue

SilvwSpring Mayland 2091&3760

~MORANDUM
MCPB
1122198
Item #9

DA~: January 16, 1998
TO:
FROM ~;~~~:~~z$;d

Pltig Department St@
(301) 495-4584

WA: Char,es,oehr,chie, &
Development Review

mmW TWE: Site Plan Review
APPL~G FOR 768 units 75 SFD, 295 Townhouses, 398 multftiy inclusive of 96 ~DU’s

PRO~CT NA~: Clarbsburg Town Center - Phase I
CASE #:

WWW BASIS:

Zom:
LOCATION:
MASTER PL~

APPLICANT:

FK~G DATE:
~ARJNG DA~:

8-98001

59-D-3 of the Montgomery County Code is required for the optional method
of development in this zone.
M-2, Residentisd Mixed Use Development, Specirdty Center
Northeast of the intersection of Clarksburg Road and Strirsgtown Road
Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Specird Study Are% June 1994

Clsrksburg bd Associates L.P. and Piedmont hd Associates L.P. and T/A
Clarksburg Town Center Venture
August 1, 1997
Jamrw 22, 1998

ISSUES RE~ G AT T~ TM OF ~ STAFF REPORT

The issues of the site plan review included Environment; Transpotiation; Park School; Historic
Presewation; Site Planning Landscaping and Lighting; Community Planning; Citizen Issues; and
Proj@ Management. These title heads will be used throughout this report to organize information.
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The summary of how these issues were resolved through site plan review will follow later in this
report. The remtiting issues are unresolved at the time of the sttirepoti and d be discussed by
the applicant or stfiduring the hearing:

Environment
The applicant does not concur with the condition to have an on site sediment control
inspector retained by MCDPS.

Transportation
The appficarrt objects to the dedication of the “O Street extensio~ and to the
recommendation that they ptiicipate in the improvements to MD 355 at Stringtow Road
as requied by MD SW (memo of December 8, 1997 in Appendix),

Park /School
The Board of Education again requests of M-NCPPC the dedication of part of the ParU
School site. This request was denied during the Prelimin~ Plan hearing @er memo of
December 31, 1997 in Appendix),

Hlstonc Preservation
The apphmt objects to the removrdof one lot at Mstonc District edge; staff will discuss the
concept for the John Clark Family Memorird.

Site Planning, Landscaping and Lighting, Communi@ Planning
No issues remain beyond the conditions of approval.

Citken ksuw
Several Cittirrs have dd to say they d test@ regarding lighting, bicycle, stream crossing
and the lack of rehgious facilities within the town center,

Project Administration
No issues remain beyond the renditions of approval,
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STAFF RECO_NDA~ON

APPROVAL OF ~AL WATER QUALIH PLAN including the Storrnwater Management
Concept with conditions as stated within the January 15, 1997 memo horn MCDPS in Appendw,
inchrdmgwaiva of Chapter 49-35 through 49-43 of the County Code @fll 46-91) “ Closed Section
Roads in the SPA” as noted in the above mem~

APPROVAL of 768 units, inclusive of 96 MPDUS with the fo~owing waivers:

Section 59 -E-3.7 - Schedule of off street partig spaces (to reduce the number of on-site
parting spaces with the provision of parking tithin the pubhc street);

Section 59-C- 1O.38 - Minimum Buflding Setbacks - reduces building setbacks to 50 feet
adjoining the abutting property as established io the Project Plan;

Additiorr~, the approval cofirrns the waivers established with Pretimirrary Plan #1-95042
1) waiver of &stance between intersections per 50-26 Subdivision Regulation
2) approval of closed section street sections subject to MCDOT approval;

And the subject to the fouowing conditions

1. Standard Conditions of Approval dated January 16, 1998 (Appendw A).

Environment

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Ml agriculturrd areas within the environmental buffer which have not yet been taken out of
production and itabihzed with a suitable grass cover will be converted accordingly prior to
any authotition to clear and grade for development on the property.

Record plats to reflect delineation of a Category I Conservation easement which includes
arm ti~ed by this site plan to show a 100 ym floodpl~ stretiwetlrmd buffer and forest
conservation areas that are not part of the park dedication area.

Submit final design plans for the stream valley crossings at Main Street to Errvironrnentd
Planning Division st@for review and approval prior to application of construction permit.
Plans must demonstrate adherence to the current MCDPSMCDPWT Ouidehnes for
Envirorrmentdly Sensitive Str- Crossings.

Proposed naturrd surface trail within the Oreenway Park to be field located by applicant’s
representative and M-NCPPC Environrnentd Planning and Park stti per Development
Program within the Site Plan Enforcement Agreement.

Hnal erosion and sediment control plans shall be submitted to Envirorunentd Planning
Division staff for review and comment prior to approvrd by MCDPS.
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7.

8.

9.

10,

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

The applicant shall implement a program of daily inspections, maintenance and repairs as
necessary, and detaild daily documentation of inspection and maintenance activities for d
sediment and erosion mntrol m=ur= rquir~ and constructed on the site. Such a program
SW be tied out by an independent codtsmt as directed by MCDPS. The apphwt sh~
pay the rmnsble mat of d tiw perforrnti by the mnsultant, and shd continue to meet
with and cooperate with the consultant. Documentation of inspectio~ maintenanw, and
repair activities shd be avaflable for DP S retiew and use.

The Forest Conservation Plan shd be approved and bonded prior to subtittd of remrd
pl~ issuanw of the erosion and sediment mntrol permit, or issuarrw of building permits, as
appropriate.

M storrnwater management outfds which extend into the environmental buffer shall be field
Iotid by applicant’s representative, MCDPS, and M-NCPPC Environmental stti prior to

approv~ of the storrnwater managementisediment ~ntrol permits by MCDPS.

M-NCPPC Environrnentd Planning Division staff shall review and approve detailed design
plans for any wetland mitigation sites within the entirormrentrd buffers prior to issuance of
sediment control permits or authorization to clear and grade any of these areaa.

Reduw the amount of impervious surfaces within the development by deleting the on-street
parking md reducing road pavement on: 1) the str- vdey side of the Geenway Road from
Stringtown Road midway to the irrter~ion titb Street “W, excepting the ar= opposite the
fiture r~; 2) both sides of Street “U from Stringtown Road to Street “D; 3) the stream
vdey side of Street “C from Street’~ to the bikepath crossing; and 4) on Street “D west
of its intersection with Street “U pending MCDPW&T and MCDPS approval.

Revise Sheet L-9 of the landscape plans to increase the evergreen tree planting along
StringtoW Road in order to provide more year-round visual screeting of outdoor rear yard
areas from Stringtown Road for noise mitigation purposes.

Rtix the si~ature set of site and lrusd-pe plans to show 6 font fences for tisurd screening
of therm yards of Lots 23 and 33, Block K and Lot 51, Block L horn Stnngtown Road for
noise mitigation purposes.

Signature set of the landscape plans to include planting for all stormwater management
fadties and to be reviewed and approved by M-NCPPC staff in coordination with MCDPS.

No clearing or grading prior to Plting Department approval of the signature set of site
plans.
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Transportation

c

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Show conformance to d waivers to be approval by DPW&T and DPS per memos dated
January 14 md 15, 1998, respectively, included in the Append~.

Show wnformrmce to cross section and other recommendations per DPW&T, DPS memos
dated January 14 and Januw 151998, respectively, included in tie Append~.

Conformanw to MCPD Transportation Planning memo dated January 14, 1998 included in
the Appendix.

APF agreement to be executed prior to the first record plat to reflect d] road improvement
conditions of the Prefimirrary Plan Approvrd ie dedication, acquisition of right-of-way and
instruction of required roads necessary for the construction of Stringtown Road (A-260),
Clarksburg Road (A-121) and Mid-County Arterird (A305).

Dedication of “O Street efiended to occur with adjoining parcels.

Turn around at the end ofMain Street by the Hstonc district until the connection to MD 355
is established

The applicant shall provide signs for the Class ~ bike path along Main Street.

ParMSchool

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

If applicable, per MC Pubhc Schools memo of December 31, 1997, in the AppendiK the
aPPticmt sh~l conduct a testing progrq the fmrd report signed and sealed by a registered
professional engineer, authenticating the adequacy of the deposited soils to support typical
buflding foundation loads.

The Oreenway path to include sufficient space to provide for a lighting, stabilked path and
adequate headroom for pedestrian crossing under the Main Street Crossirrg;

The parMsehool dedications schdule to conform to Pretimin~ Plan # 1-95042 Conditions
6 and 7, see Append~.

Ml sales contracts, advertising and other information shfll include notification that there ia
an active park in the area, that trtic calming measures will be installed with final paving.

W construction within M-NCPPC property to meet with Parks Department specifications and
approval prior to release of instruction permits for the park.
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~storic Preservation

28,

29.

30.

31.

32.

The rigbt+f-way for StringtowrrRoad shodd be no closer to the historic Day House than 20
feet from the side wdl of the building (excluding the porch).

Lighting at W road intersetiions within the Historic Dlstriet, and especially at Strirrgtown
Road and Frederick Road, should be designed to have a rnirrimd impact on the Historic
District. The fighting within the Historic District - both fires and intensity - should be
compatible with the historic and residential character of the ar~ as allowed by the utihty
companies and MCDPW&T and MCDPS.

Per the Projeti Plan approval, if the ROW is available, construd Main Street to MD 355
within the Historic Distri~ prior to completion of the projeti. At such time when the land
is made available, share direct moving expenses ordy for relocating an existing house within
the Historic DIstri@ and if the apphearrtand owner agree, make available the identifid outlot
to be merged with a portion of the adjacent parcel so as to create another lot,

Added design for the pubhc spactinterpretative area which will include the Clark Ftiy
Cemetery headstones must be submitted for staff review and approval prior to release of
signature set. Protection of the headstones from weather deterioration should be a high
priority and shodd be specifically addressed in the detailed design submission. It would also
be d=ireable for the marker to be Iowted in a more wrrtrd area and better integrated into the
public open spaw than is being provided.

One lot should be deleted horn the single family home area directly adjacent to the Historic
Distriti, to fiMl the Project Plan condition to approximate R-200 zone lot width standards.

Site Planning, Landscaping and Lighting

33, Doled Imdaping plans for this site plan to be approved by staff prior to the signature set
and should refleet the design concepts, the sizes and planting conditions established in the
subrnittd.

34. Fti Lighting plans for the inteti streets to be comparable to the “Hagerstown” hght fitire
shall be cofigured so as to reduw the @are into the night sky by ut~g appropriate
wattage, shields or other techniques that are in conformance with utifity company and
MCDPS and MCDPW&T requirements.

35. Lsnd~irrg Plan to show interim Isndseapirrgfor the Town Square prior to the mrrstru~ion
of adjoining units, for sttireview and approvrd.

36. The MPDU townhouses in the Town Square District must include recreation areas nearby
the site plan and remrd plats must identifi M MPDU locations.
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37. Mdwpe plans to include a ptiid evergreen screen along Stringtown Road; detaild plans

for greenway to include planting on steep slopes; additionrd planting within the SW
facfities;

38. The apphcmt may propose compatible changes to the units proposed, as market conditions
may change,, provided the findamentd findings of the Platig Board remain intact
(regarding budding type and locatio~ open space, recreation and pedestrian and vehicular
circulatio~ adequacy of parking etc) for stti review and approval.

Community Planning

39. The apphwt sh~ work tith the County to attempt to secure a suitable pubhc facifity witti
the town square prior to the finrd site plan approval for the entire project.

Project Administration

40.

41.

42.

43.

The Site Plan Enforcement Agreement to include the following: plat schedule as submitted
to M, mmplete language of mrrdition 6 and 7 from Prehminary Plan 1-95042 regarding the
bd field ddlution and instruction schedul~ reference to the” agreement for Exchange of
Land to include timing triggers of dedication for MCPD Legal’s review and commen~
referenw to the validity period; maintenance for sdl private recreatiorrd are% SW open
spw$ etc; and that the level of Atenance for entire project to be of equal qurdhy and not
solely dependent upon contributions of an individurd area.

The Home hers Association documents or equivrdent to include provision for: complete
public use and access to private streets for vehicular and pedestrian us~ that they shd be
permanerrdy open for pubhc use; that the parking spaces maybe assignd to individurd units
that maintenance of streetscape items within the public right-of-way ie brick wrdks, trees,
lights, etc ;

The Development Program shall include: staging of amenities to occur with site plan
construction and to include MCPD review and approval of path location within the &eenway
park prior to construction.

No construction of unhs adjoting Midcourrty Arterial in Block M, per Prehminary Plan #l-
95042 Condition 16e, until the Mid-County Arterial is built,
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PRO~CT DESC~TION Proposal

The proposal is for a new ton designed as a neotradional neighborhood. Its location is northeast
and contiguous to the etisting tom of Clsrksburg, a designated historic district. The Clarksburg
Town Center (CTC) is chsracteti by two largely residential areas dividd by the headwaiters of the
Little Seneca Creek. The streets create a modfid grid which create regular and irregular blocks,
which adapt to the topography and adjoining conditions. The streets have sidewrdks on both sides,
closely spaced street trees, on-street parking and pedestrian scaled lighting. Throughout the
neighborhoods, there are smrdl parks or recreation areas. A continuous system of intemd paths
connect the through each block to the sidewdks located on both sides of each street. For the
townhouses and the apartment styled multifamily units, parking is either provided on the street or
within sd parking lots off-street behind units. A second type of multiftiy unit is proposed, a 2/2
or a two story unit over a two story unit, with parking space in the ground floor and parking spaces
behind.

The Town Sguare sectio~ the lower portion of the project, proposes: a Town Square (with partial
use for future use a civic building); residential blocks of townhouses, multifamily units and single
family detached urrit$ sitting and play areas and a future site for a shopping center which til be
rough graded as part of this apphcation.

The proposed units define the edge of the blocks and all units face the efiemd streets. In the
multiftiy block rrti to the Tow Squme includ= an intemd row of Z2’s. Special design treatments
u-g sty~ fences, landscaping and paving patterns are proposed to improve the view from the
street and to create an inviting drive to the unit back door entries or alley.

Aong Clmksburg Rod an efistirrghedgerow til be saved, utilifing an asymmetrical cross section,
which W improve the views of the project frontage and maintain efisting character of the area.

The Town Square is centrally located within Main Street near the Geenway Road and future retail
arws. W]th this phase, the appficant will provide brick sidewdks along the portions of Main Street
that surround the square and emend to ~ Route 355. Lkewise, they propose brick sidewdks along
the residential units facing timnway Road as part of the special atreetscape treatment approved with
the project plan.

A mrnnrunity pool is centrally located one block to the north of the Town Square, with streets and
sidewalks surrounding it for complete community access. Additionally, the pool is tigrrd with a
greenspace corridor with sidewdks, benches and play areas that connect through the blocks to the
&eenway Road and park beyond.

Close to the edge of the Clarksburg Hstoric District, is a diagonrd pedestrian mews. The mews
contains sitting areas and two large lawn panels and connecting walks, linking the church with the
Town Square. The sitting area closest to the Town Square includes a trelfis and a memorial to John
Clarkwith the use of found h-dstones from the family grave site. The mews develops a viaud and
wwle As between the church and the Town Square, bigMghting these significant features of the
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existing and proposed development. The detached housing is located with the setbacks estabhshed
in the Project PIw but they W need to conform to the R-200 development criteria and the removal
of one unit will be required to do so. Landscaping is proposed for the entire edge of the historic
district to provide screening and buffering.

Main Street, the east-west ‘route into the town square, is surrounded by S~ housing, townhouses
and WO mdtifdy bufldirrgs.The multwy butidirrgsare lo~ed at the end of “W street, visu~y
terminating that axis. Beyond the multifamily bufidings to the east is the proposed retail center,
buffered by proposed screening landscape screening. The extension of “O street, perpendicular to
Main Street, connetis to the adjoining parcels to the south. Between the “O Street extension and
w-of the bound~ be is a vamt triagulsr parcel, lefi available for a possible use (as trade or for
development tith adjacent properties) in conjunction with the extension of Main Street to MD 355.
The plan shows an efiension of Main Street to MD 355 but there is no provision for such a
connection A turn-around must be shown for eventual or interim use.

G=nway Road, adjoins the str- vdey in a north-south dirtion. Geenway Road proposes three
pedestrian cross wdkti trfic crdnring bumps to cdm trtic and provide for safe pedestrian areas.
Two crosswalks will connect to the Mngs Pond Park and one, which maybe erdsrged to a raised
intersectio~ will connect to the stream crossing at Main Street. The Main Street stream crossing
includes a @etia sitting arm on each side and a promemde feature with hgbting across the center
of the crossh~ approximately over the stream charmel. Both areas provide opportunities to sit near
the park and tiame the views to the park. _ of Geerrway Road is a recreation oriented bike path
Iomtd rdong the park side, The 8 foot class I bke path extends from Clarksburg Road to Stringtow
Road, Utimately it will cross Clarksburg Road to the north and connect to the Lhtle Bennett Park
further to the north and east.

The tieenway Concept Plq as developed with this site plan review, shows pedestrian connections
from the park and tieenway Road into the greenwa~ approximate locations of the natural trti that
d be Io=ted my on-site titb MCPD M, interpretive trail signs; and Iandscapin@reforestation.
The path crossing utir the Main Street crossing ti be made in a bottondess arch culvert measuring
lti x 10’ by 100 feet long, The plan needs to include provision for stable pedestrian footing within
the crossing and vndd proof-hghting to be on and maintained at all times. Wing wds will stabtie
the slopes and the slopes will be planted with naturdtirrg shrubs and trees.

11
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The southern section of /he Hilliop Djs@ict, the second part of this proposal, is located at the
intersection of Strinstown Road and the Md-County Arterial. The units include townhouses inside
the intersecting streets and within one block intemdly, S~ units along the outer dges elsewhere
and a large block of multitiy units. The townhouses along the e~emd streets are arranged to face
them titb a sefia drive for access. Others are arranged in courts facing a common mews and tith
Mey parking in the back The sin~e ffiy detached units are arranged around common green spaws
in two Iowtiom to crate community open space. Nthough show the street connections and sirr~e
family detachd units rdong the Md-county Arterial will not be budt with this Site Plan phase

The mulMy units are four stov apartment styled bufldings located at the outside block face with
an interredsuti- parking lot. The parking lot includes large gr~ space areas and sitting areas. The
units have been arranged to create a pedestrian connection to the open spadSW factity
immdlately adjoiningthem to the south. The open spad SW factity has been designed to create
a recreationrd feature with paths, sitting areas, landscaped areas, a grassy sloped amphitheater dl
around a pond. The path connections from surrounding streets and stream vdeys will connect to this
area. A raisd crosswalk along “C Street will crdm trfic and provide for pedestrian crossing.

fighting for the Town Square residential yea includes fight fitiures along the street. The apphcant
has proposed a fighttie known as “Hagerstowrr” which has been approved for use by Mlegheny
Power company. The fitiure has a sofid metal top and can be fitted with shields to direct the fight.

hd~ping for the project includeseverg=rr asrdshade tree screening at property boundaries; street
trees 30 feet on centen and numerous attractive planting schemes for a variety of pubfic and semi-
public spaces, ie: gateway entrances from adjoiting streety all parhrrg lot entrances; parking lot
court$ ramtion ar=, and stormwater management facilities, Portions of the landscape design are
presented as conceptual with find plant selections to be determined prior to signature set.

~DVs for the project are located in townhouses and multifamily buildings within both sections of
the proj@ w and west of the greenway. The units to the ~ of the greenway are close to the open
space area by the pond and a neighborhood recreation arm. The multiftiy units to the west are
located close to the town square and mews area. Recreation needs to be sited close by the Town
Square ~DU townhouses.

12
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PRO~CT DESC~HON Site Description

The 268 acres total site is currently developed with agricultural uses and is farmed for corn and
soybm cropland. For- ara are retitied to stream valley bottoms, hedge rows at fled edges and
some areas of steep slopes. A Potomac Edison @epco) Overhead Transmission Line traverses the
eastern portion of the site, beyond this site plan area.

Site Description

The subject property mnsists of a 198 ame town writer site which is located at the headwaiters of one
of the main. branches of Little Seneca Creek a Use Class W-P stream. Seventy acres are in rural
zoting located in Little Bennett Creek, a Use 111watershed.

The two parts of the property we bisected rou~y northwest to southeast by etisting Piedmont Road
(future A-305). A large part of the site is efisting agricultural field. Approximately 8,6 acres of
wetland, 15 acres of floodplain and 53,5 acres of forest etist tithin or in close protimity to the
strm vdeys. The propoti site pburarm fiesentirely within the Little Seneca Creek portion of the
property. This area contains three headwater tributaries which meet in cotiuence at the
southwestern edge of the property just before flowing under etisting Stringtowrr Road. The main
tribu~ flows horn the etisting ~ng’s Pond on park land north of the site and bisects the property
rou~y northwest to south-. The two remtig tributies flow from the west along the southern
edge of the property and from the north down to the cotiuence, respectively.

On-site topography slopes significantly from plateaus on either side of the main tributary down to
the mti tributary and mch of the second~ tributaries. The str~ vrdleys are moderately steep (15-
25%] slopes tend to be gender rrcarthe heads of the tributaries and are quite steep in some portions
of the east and main tributaries.
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PROWCT DESC~TTON Surrounding Vicinity

The site is touted approtiately 1/2tie from 1-270between the intersection of ~ 355 @rederick
Road) and A-121 (Clsrksburg Road) and ~ 355 and A-260 (Stnngtown Road). Part of the site
proposed for this Site Plan review includes the section behind or east of the row of the etisting
church, homes and businesses adjoining MD 355, within the Clarksburg Historic Distriti. The
boundary of the historic district is shared with this project.

The project frontage along Clarksburg Road adjoins the etisting 20 foot open section roadway.
Opposite Clarksburg Road to the north, opposite the proposed development in this site pl~ is land
eurrentiy developed with sirr~e residences. Part oftbis land is proposed for the development of two
~ mned residential projects (the proposed Catawba Manor project with an approved Prefimirr~
Pl~ and a tireviewcd pre-apphmtion submittal for Clarksburg Heights). Both of these proposed
proj~ W share the inte-ions estabhshedtith this site plan. Beyond these proposals to the east
is undeveloped larr~ some with potential to be fiture park land that would connect to Little Bennett
Park firther north.

The Greenway Road, or “K” Street, which bisects the site from north to south connects to
Strirrgtom Rod which psrtirdlyforms the southern boundary of the property. Immediately opposite
the project boundary adjoining Stnngtown Road is low lying land which includes the downstream
portion of the headwaiters to the Little Seneca Stream Valley, That land is zoned R-200 and is
undeveloped. Adjoining the property out towards ~ 355 and north of Stringtowrr Road is the
ClarksburgHistoric district, currently developed with a single family detached house with some out
bufldmgs..Itis mned R-200 and is in use as a landscape contracting business. Further adjoining the
CTC property, north of Strirrgto~ Road ue 5 etistirrg single family detached houses with individud
drivewaysconnecting to the road, Nong the south side of Stringtowrr Road for the eastern portion
of the site, there is currently low density residential development, with% houses.

Opposite the site across the Mid-County Arterial is the proposed Cedarbrook Community Church
and two sin~e fdy detihed houses. The remtider of the opposite frontage is undeveloped to day
with tie majority of it mnd RuA Density Transfer and is part of this projeti.
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PRO~CT DESC~~ON Prior Approvals

Clarksburg Town Center has gained approval for a Project Plan #9-94004 on May 11, 1995 and for
a Preliminary Plan #l-95042 on September 28, 1995. Multiple hearings were required for each
approvsd level due to the multiplicity of issues surrounding the project. The major topics wuld be
mtegorized briefly as a determination of Special Protection Area issues, historic presewation issues,
the assignation of appropriate road improvements and the particulars of the psr~school arrangement.
A summa~ entitled Previous PlamsirrgBoard Errvironmentd Decisions is within the Appendm.

The approved Options of these approvrds wi~ be in the Appendix attached to the Planning Board’s
copy of this report. The Appendix will be available to the public at the Development Review
Division’s plan review counter.

Ufig the mtegories for review titrodud wfier, the Project Plorr - PJ and the Prelimi~~ Pla
- PP conditions of approval are paraphrased below with commentary on how they have been
addressed during site plan review,

~nvironm~

PJ-5 The apphcant has submitted the information required sufficient to allow Prefimbrary
Plan approvrd;
PJ-6 The plans cotiorm to the minimal disturbance requirements as described; the second
phase of the site plan will include SW for the school;
PP-2 The site plans conditionally meet the FCP legislation;
PP-3 The forebay is not counted as forested are% nor is it within the stream buffe~
PP-4 The agricultural areas within the stream buffers for this site plan were taken out of
production by Spring 1996- the remainder will be taken out with this site plan.
PP-9 No development activity has begun on the site;
PP-12 The plan conforms to the MCDEP SW approval of 7/28/95;

Transpo~tion

PJ -1 The number of units proposed conform to the staging ceihrrg limits;
PJ-2 The transportation improvements were updated in the Prehminary Plan approval;
PJ-3 Dedimtion and mrrstruetion of the Mid County Artend (aka A-305) - the Phase I site
plan submittal does not require the dedication or constmction oftbis road, it W be part of
later site plu, the propod shows units adjoining the Md County Artend for which building
permits can’t be released until the road is built in a later phas~
PJ4 StringtowrrRoad improvements were required with the Preliminary Plan; the digrrment
of the road as determined at Prebminary Plan moves into the Hstoric District - st~s
rmmmendd cross section would flow for so adequate set back to the house in the District
while utihzing the existing roadbed and serving the firrction of the road classification.
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PJ-10 The layout of the streets that are part of the proposed site plan conform to these
recommendations;
PJ-14 “O street emended -of the site plan- connects Main Street to the adjoining pareel$
dl three streets connecting to Clarksburg Road are in place with the proposed site plw,

PP-1 The proposed site plan conforms to the staging ceiling Hrnits;the apphcarrt will enter
into a phasing agreement for necessary road improvements with record plat subrnittd; the
apphcant has submitted a drafi record plat phasing agreement for review andapproval with
tbia site plan;
PP-5 The plm shows the appropriate right-of-way dmensions and locations, dedication for
all right of way owned by the applicant will required prior to the release of any butidisrg
permit; dedications for any off-site right-of-way will be required in conjunction with the
phasing requirements for the number of urrita;
PP- 11 me access and improvements r~uired by the MDS~ and MCDPW&T will require
SPA approval;
PP-15 The appficant will have to dedicate Public Improvement Easements as necessary for
bike paths and other features of the site;
PP-16 These APF requirements are the basis for the road requirements for this site. The

aPPfi@t ~ r=iv~ SpA aPProval for the improvements applicable to the number of units
within this approval; fiture site plan sections and the roads required for them will require
additionrd SPA approval,

Mstoric Prmemation

PJ-8 The road design for Main Street and nearby sewer locations are part of the site plan
proposrd; a John Clark gravestone marker is proposed within a pedestrian area pending
firther retiew, the apphwt has not sared the right-of-way for the efiension of Main Street
to ~ 355- staff will carry this condition forward for future site plan proposals;
PJ-9 The pubficstreet conforms to setbacks to the church - screening, pedestrian linkage and

.
increased wslbtity have been provided for. The ske of lots as proposed do not conform to
the width of lots for the R-200 mrre as requird, a lot will need to be removed to ac~mphsh
this;

ParMSchool

PJ-7 The finrdconcept plan was approved with the Prelimirr~ Plan, See Attachment X.
PP4 Re d~iwtion of the proposed park school site, the applicant proposed an agreement
to dedimte Imd that is part of this site plan; the agreement stipulates the timing of dedication
to occur with Cm finding or with adjoining development\ phasing the grading will be
addressed with fiture site plans or prior to Cm construction per this agreement; will be
addressed with this site plan’s SPEA
PP-7 The dedication agreement will be part of this Site Plan SPEA
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Site Plan

PJ-12 The proposed plans cotiorm to these requirements for landscaping, street detaihng
and amenity areas; additiorrrd landscaping of the SM facilities is needed;
PP- 10 The proposal includes 768 dwelhng units which were determined during site plan
review,
PP-13 The ~DUs mtiorm to the required number for this site plan phase, the bakurw for
the entire project will be provided in Phase ~.

Project Administration

PJ-11 The amenities proposed for the Phase I Site Plan need to be constructed in accordance
with typical site plan phasing requirements; the design concept for the @eenway and
adjoining areas has been reviewed and accepted by std, the greenway amenities will be
phased in with the Phase I Site Plan,
PJ- 13 The appfimt has submitted a draft HOA agreement that describes an umbrella style
mairrtenanw org~tion that includes residential and commercial propetiies rdike for sttis
review and approval;
PP- 14 This condition provides for Plaruring Board reconsideration of a case if a court
challenge removes a previously required condition;
PP-17 The vtidity period of the Preti~ Plm has been included in the record plat phasing
schedule proposed by the applicmt,

With consideration of the conditions listed above, the site plan conforms to the Project Plan and
Preliminary Plan Approvals.
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ANALYSIS: Conformance to the Project Plan Approval

The corrformarrw of the proposed site plan to the Projeti Plan conditions of approval were
estabhshed, with conditions, above in Project Description: Prior Approvrds.

The site plan mnforrns to the fist of Amenity Areas and Recreational Facilities that were part of the
Project Plan by providing the following:

Amenity Ar-: Town Square, land dedicated for future civic building (with Phase Q,
str~wpe system neighborhood squares and green are% greenway dedicatti for public use,
@wnway roadway, specialty planting areas along greenway road, PartiSchool Sitd Large
Private rwrcations aras for major fields(tith Phase ~), land for expansion of arw nefi to
historic distriq grm arm and buffer nefi to historic district, green areas and setback areas
lomted along Md-County Mghway, Stringtown Road and Clarksburg Road improvements,
Pond Area (SW facility).

Recreation Facilities: Tot Lots, Multiage Play facilities, Picnic/sitting areas tennis courts
(possible with Phase ~); bikeway system; greenway pathway and bicycle path (Class I);
.Nature trail; Nature areas near the Pond; swimming pools; wading POOIS;indoor fitness
facifity ~rr Phwe ~.

The site plan conforms to the other aspects of the Project Plan approval regarding development
starrdards,unit types proposed, unit location, and road connections, The Proposed density range for
units per the Master Plan and Preliminary Plan are as follows:

Unit T~es Master Plan % #of units Per Site Plan
(Total)

SFD 10-20 Yo 130-260 75
SF Attached tid THs 30-50% 390-650 295
Multifamily Units 25-45% 325-585 396

Adjustments to the Proj- Plarr approval include:
- There is no connection to Mid - County Arterial horn”@ Street due to efireme grading
differences of 10 to 15’ between the two roads.
- The street between the multifamily block and the SW facility bond) has been removed
in lieu of an improved open spaw connection between the housing and the open space.
- The unit type for htiof the multifamilyunits has changed from a large multifamily building
to the U2 units which have pmkirrgin the lower level and a rear loaded driveway. Were this
has been used, screening with fences and landscaping has been added;
- The diagond street between the church and the town square is a pedestrim mew>
- The mnrrwtion of Main Street to ~ 355 has not been achieved concurrent with this site
plan approval.

Stafffmds these adjustments acceptable to corrformanm withthe Project Plan.
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DISCUSSION OF ISSUES ~T WEW RESOLWD D~G TBE S~ PLAN ~~W
PROCESS

Environment

The Special Protection Ar= (SPA) for the site was approved on January 15, 1997, see Appendix for
memo. The approval apphes to the residential areas, rough grading of the retail are% the Clarksburg
Road &ontage improvements, the turn lane improvements at MD 355/ Clarksburg Road, Stringtown
Road from ~eenway Road to MD 355, the uphill potion of Stringtown Road (nw the proposed
Utits).

The SPA review was an extensive process creating a challenge for the determinations of W road,
gr=nspace and site plamrirrgissues. During the SPA review, there was a delay pending the provision
of additions information for review.

Transportation

Internal Streets - This neotraditiorrrd neighborhood required the waiver of marry typid
street design standards. MCDPW&T and MCDPS staff have worked closely with staff to
develop and approve waivers of reduced turning ratil, sidewalks of brick paving, tighter tree
spacing crossw~ ad trfic calming features to create a beautiful street envirotient that
W be safe for pedestrians and automobiles. The Project Plan recommended the waivers be
obtained prior to Planning Board approval of a site plan. A copy of the approved waivers and
road design by MCDPW&T and MCDPS are attached in the Append:x.

Arterial Roads - The design of the arterial roads: Clsrksburg Road @ 121), Stringtown
Road ~ 261) md the Md County kerial (the Piedmont Road, Mid County Hghway or
MD 305); was the subject ofmucb study. Nthougb the Master Plan designation for the roads
was clear, the details of closed or open section, bikepaths, sidewalks, street trees were
worked out with this review, It was necessa~ to determine the exact design of the srterid
roads because: the Special Protection Area (SPA) approvrd requires find design prior to
approval; there was a need establish conformance to Master Plan tildelines and to address
Mstoric Preservation requirement they needed to be adapted to rdlow the preservation of
a hdgerow, and they had to respond to the needs of on road bicyclists. A copy of the srterid
road design recommendations by MCDPW&T and MCDPS and MCPD Transportation
Planning Department are attached in the Appendix.

Bicycle Lanes - During the review of this project, MCPDW&T began to recommend the
expansion of d artend travel lanes or the utfization of paved shoulders to acmmmodate on-
road blcychsts. This erdsrged the pavement cross section by 2 to 16 feet within an SPA where
Class I (off road) bke lanes were already proposed. Impervious surfaces must be minimized
within SPAS. Mer review, Staff supports the on-road bike lanes on Strirrgtown Road in
addition to the Class I bke path so it W function as a transit corridor. For Clarksburg Road,
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the on road Imes are widened 1 foot in each direction because the Class I bike path will be
6 fet instead of 8 feet (standard) to dow for the preservation of the hedgerow and utilization
of the tisting paving. Staffworked out a reduced lane widetig for the Mid County Arterifl
utifizirrg a 32 foot paved roadway instead of an earlier 40 foot paved roadway. InitiWy the
apptimt objected to bkeway wrrstruction within the arterial, they now agree to build them.

Public Private Streets - The applicant proposed four private streets. Staff was irritidy
concerned about public access and maintenance issues, but the applicant required assigned
parking spaces to satisfi funding for the project.

ParMScbool

The psrtischool issues estabhshed during the earlier approvda were addressed by the development
of the ~eerrway Concept Plan by PlanningDepartment and Park Department stti and the appficarrt.
The remainder of the Parti School site, the ara surrounding the school itself and the play fields, W
be part of later site plan consideration.

MC Pubhc Schools have repeated their request for part of the site to be dedicated to them so they
may receive reimbursement by the State of Maryland. Their letter of December 31, 1997 is in the
Append~,

.,

Historic Preservation

The appfimrrthas not secured the property to allow the Main Street connection to MD 355 neti to
the Grred Store. The proposed cross section for Stringtowrr Road was developed to maintain a 20
setback to the WM of the adjoining historic district property.

Site Plannin@andscaping and Lighting

The original recreation proposal for the project included 2 on-site tot Iota for 775 units. The
apph~t ~ retid their Subtittd to mrrform to the Recreational ~ide~ies with recreation everdy
distribute throughout the site, Additiond corurectiom were developed between the town Square area
and the Geenway Park.

The ori@ MPDU propod reflected the appropriate number of units but they were dl in one block
of multifatiy buildings. The proposrd now conforms to the MPDU Iocationrd guidetinea, with
condltons.

Staff worked with the applicant to develop the design for the block wtich houses the 2/2 unit to
inmrporate additiond grwnspaee, attractive garage entryways and cr~e a better setting for the pool.
Additiody, they developed an irrrprovd layout of the multifamily units and pond ara in the Mlltop
section. Landsmping refinements were made throughout the process to an already beautifully
desigrrd larrdscpe plan.
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Community Based Planning Issues

The project’s connection to the Oreenway system throughout Clarksburg and beyond was worked
out in the Oreenway Concept plan developed with this site plan.

Community Comment and Issues

Staff met with citkens and members of the Bicycle Action Oroup and received letters from both
groups and from the Clarksburg Civic Association. Their interests are: the alignment for Stringtown
Road coming into private property; various details about the site plm, comments on landscape plan
details, outdoor lighting and adequacy of provision for bike lanes and multi-use trails. Their letters
are attached in the Appendix, Their letters have been forwarded to the apphcant’s consultmts who
have considered their comments for the change of a bike rack selection of a tight fixture, and other
items. Staff has recieved a call regarding concern about the lack of religious facilities being planned
within the Town Center and the dficulty the existing Methodist Church is having in expanding their
facilities.

Project Administration

The apphat and staff met to work out the details of the partischool dedications and other phasing
and SPE~OA details.
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ANALYSIS: Conformance to Clarksburg Master Plan
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A The Clarksburg Master Plan and Hyattstown Special Study Area, Approved and Adopted June
1994 recommend the following:

The Clarksburg Master Plan calls for the community’s Town Center to have a strong, identity
bmming the fows for the entire planning area. The Plan stresses the importance of a town scale of
development with mixed uses, protection of the environment and the creation of walkable
neighborhoods. The plan envisionsa development pattern which is tradition in character and which
protects the character of Clarksburg’s Historic District.

The proposed site plan meets the objectives of the Master Plan as follows:

● Create a Town Center which will be a strong, central foms~or the entire stu~ area. p,42

The proposed site plan wifl estabhsh a strong identity with a traditional town charatier as called for
in the master plan. Phase 1 provides suficient tiastrature, buildings and development of open spaws
to establish this desirable character early on in the development of the Town Center.

● Encourage a mixed-use development pattern in Town Center to help create a lively and
diverse pIace. p,44,

The master plans dews an overd density of 5 to 7 dtiac. with a maximum of 150,000 sf for a retail
center. The proposed site plan provides 768 units towards a total of 1,300 allowable units or4.81
dti ac, The proposed residential uses are within the Town Square, a mixed use are% and an uphill
ar~, The r~ mrrter adjacent to the Town Squwe d be delivered in the nefi Site Plan phase. The
Plan strongly encourages the provision of a grocery store anchor for the fiture retail center

● Assure that~ture &veIopment around theHistoric District complements the District k scale
and character. p,48. On the east side of the historic district, all development 400 feet east
of existing MD 355 ador on land which is within the historic district should be single-
fami~ detached structures which are not higher than two stories.

The proposal site plan conforms to this recommendation. However, the lot size and buflding mass
of proposed single-family units rdong the eastern edge of the historic distri~ need to be revised to
achieve compatibility with the scale and character of the adjacent tistonc district. (See Historic
Presewation in Issues).

● Make the Town Center afocalpoint for communi@ services (wch as libraries arrdpostal
service) as well as informal community activities. p.49.

The propoti site platsdoes not include mmmunhy serviws to be sited within the project. However,
the approval Proj@ Plq W-94004, envisioned such uses to be sited within either the Town Square
itseror within the retti writer. There is a need to identfi and provide for such uses prior to the find
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buld out of the ent~e development. Staff recomrrrends that the applicant assist the County to search
for a suitable pubhc factity for the Town Square or mmmercid area prior to the submittal of the tid
site plan application.

● Create a transit+riented land usepattern within the Town Center and link allportions of
the Town Center with transjtways,bus loops, bitiays, andpedestrim+rierried streets.
p. 51.

The proposed site plan achieves a transit-oriented pattern of development with buildings that front
the street and an arterial street system that creates a “loop” circulation system around the Town
Center. Transit orientation dso is achieved by the use of short, walkable blocks and a network that
ties directly with the fiture transit station located west of the project. The sumoundirrg arterial
roadway system is intended to firrcdon as a “iei@borhood bus loop” which til encourage residents
to wrdk. Provision of bus shelters at bus stops would be desirable.

● Creaie a land use pattern that is respowive to environmental concerns relating to traflc
noise andproteciive ojheadwaters. p. 51. The Master Plan designates this arw as part of
the Special Protection Arm within the Little Seneca Creek Watershed and “promotes
environmentally sensitive design”, p, 145.

The land use pattern that sites buildings so front doors face strekts protects residential units from
noise. Man the buffers protided along the surrounding Arterial Roads assist in protecting from tr~c
noise.The site plarrti r=ive a SpecialProt~ion Ar~ water quafity approval prior to the site plan
approval. The SPA approval and the design changes to the project create a more enviromnentdly
sensitive design.

The Clarksburg Master Plan objectives for development within the Little Seneca Creek watershed
includecontirmauslyforestedstreambuffers,protech”onand enhancement of wetland systems, water
quali~ monitoring, environmental~ sensitive design and construction of development and
infrastructure, and maintenance of the environmental qualities of headwaiters. The site plan
attempts to address these by providing enhanced reforestation in stream va~eys and complying with
the more rigorous stomrwater management and water quahty standards of the SPA.

● Encourage an interconnected street system as ~ical~ found in older towns. p. 51.

Specific Master Plan re~mmendations for Clarksburg Road, Stringtowrr Road and Mid County
Highway are revered in both the land use and transportation chapters of the master plan. The
fo~owirrgcomments are orgti by roadway and represent both the requirements and intent of the
master plan.

~arkabu~ Road (A-27)

● Provide a maimum of 2 lanes withina minimumof an 80foot RO W.
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(Table 7, p. 114)
● Provid,e a Class I Bikeway (Table 10, p. 133) on the south side of the roadway to

achieve a bkeway “loop” system around the Town Center Figure 43, p. 132) and to
accommodate bicycle access for the non-advanced cyclists. This bikeway should
follow the ROW until it meets the psrMschool site and then weave its way through
the partischool to Piedmont Road (A-305).

● The master plan crdls for both Clarksburg Road and Stnrrgtowrr Road to “serve as
entrances to the Town Center”, p, 52, Preservation of the mature hedgerow at
C1arkWurgRoad and the cross section for Strirrgtown Road achieves this objective.

Strirrgtown Road (A-260)

● Provide a mmimum of 4 lanes within a 120 ‘ ROW. (Table 7, p. 115)
● Provide a Class I Bikeway (Table 10, p. 133), along the north side of the road to

crate a blkeway “loop” system around the Town Center @]gure 43, p. 132) and to
accommodate bke access for the non-advance cychst.

● The existing crossing [of Little Seneca Creek] will need to be widened to
accommhte two aditional lanes: When widened, this crossing is recommended
to include areas for bike paths along”StrirrgtownRoad andfor the Little Seneca
Creek greerrw~, which will cross under StrirrgtawnRoad. @.123)

Whbirr the Hstoric District boundq at Stringtown Road, a reduced width ROW and closed section
cross section is supported by the master plan in order to achieve the plan’s objectives for protection
of the dlstnct’s unique character. The Plan’ objectives still requires necessary features such as the
bikeway, median and street trees, and sidewalks. The below grade culvert, at the stream crossing,
needs to be adapted to maintain the greenway connections.

Midcounty Highway (A-305 or Mid-Courrty Arterial)

● Provide a mmimumof 2 bes, divided wifhin a minimumof a 80foot RO W. (Table
7, p, 115)

● Achieve a park-hke character along the roadway. “Setbacks@om the Midcaun@
Highw~ (A-305) shauti beprovidedwithin the Town Center to establish a parkw~
like character”, p. 52.

The Site Plan mtiorms to this Master Plan. The landscaping provided creates an informal, parkway
character and a buffer strip provides for the setback.

Redgrave Place @-S)

● Create a pecial charac{er for Redgrave Place as it traverses the CIarhburg
Historic District. p, 52,

● Provide a mtimum of 2 lanes or 24 feet in width within the historic district.
● Provide the mrurection for P-5 with ~ 355 in a manner which does not negatively
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impact the traditional character of the District. (p. 53 and 125).

The proposed site plan meets the Master Plan recommendations for Redgrave Plaw.

● Provi& a varie~ of open ~ace features. p. 53.

The Master Plan calls for the Little Seneca ~eenway which traverses the site to be
“a majoropen ~ce feature in Tm Center, mating it important tbt the greernv~
be visible&accem’bIe to thepblic”, p. 53. The purpose of the greenway system
is not only presewation of the stream valleys, but also, “&velopmerrt of a tiail
~stem”, p. 156. The Plan also stresses the visual and recreatiorrrd importance of
other smrdler open spaces such as Forest Conservation Areas rdong streams and the
Commission’s King Pond Local Park. Accessibility and integration of recreationrd
opPotifities are major objwtives.

The proposed site plm achieves the intent of the Master Plan by increasing the recreatiorrd facilities
within King Pond Local Park and by providing a landscape treatment that enhances the overall
character of the greenway. Most importantly, the site plan provides a continuous trail system that
~ tie into fiture segments to the north and south of the greenway. Continuity of the trail is critical
to its success. Roadway crossings under Stringtown Road needs to provide a stabilked trail surface
within the widened culvefis, This approach to roadway crossings, landscape enhancement and
passive recreational use of the greenway will be repeated throughout the greenway network.

B. Conformance to the Master Plan for Historic Places

The Clarksburg Mstonc District is on the Master Plan for Wstoric Preservation and adjoins the
proposed site plan along its western boundary,

The fistoric Preservation Commission WC) has reviewed the proposal in the contefi of a Master
Plan recommendation on March 11, 1992 and in the contefi of a Project Plan application on March
22, 1995.The ~C comments bae the basis of Projti Plan conditions of approval that dedt with
the foflowirrg:the width of Main Street (aka Redgrave Place Efiended); the provision of accessible
sewer to the D]stri@,providingan open space for the John Clark family grave markers; and a concept
for an equitable development scenario of the Main Street connection to MD 355 ~rrvolvirrg the
Ruddm grow~ store). Additiorrd renditions provided for compatibihty along the common boundary
between the homes in the District and the proposed new homes and improved the connections
between the etistirrg church to the new subdivision.

h the cont~ of the site plan review, the WC reviewed the project and found several requirements
out-dreg md has pas~ on the followingranrmendatiom a 20 fi setback, free of a pubhc utihty
mmen4 from the nght~f-way to the historic Day house at the comer of MD 355 and Strirrgtown
Road; appropriate fightingon StrirrgtownRoad to be compatible with the Mstoric District; the CTC
developer and Aric Ruddin should continue to resolve their issues to dow the Main Street
corrrr~ion to occur opposite Rdgrave Plaw, a detailed design for a public spactilrrterpretative area
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to include the Clark Family Cemete~ headstones with appropriate protection should be developed

firther for statT review and approval; and a lot should be deleted from the single family home area
directly adjacent to the ~stonc District.

The removal ofa proposed house is to crate eompatibihty between the two projects utihting similar
tied and dmensiorred bufldmgsand surrounding open spaces. The etisting rendition on Spire Street
has three homes that have lot widths at their building face of 130 R, 115 R and 180 ft. The lots along
~ 355, whose rear yards adjoin the common boundasy, have 40 and 60 foot widths at the front
butidmg ke. The proposed six lots have 2 lots with 68 foot widths at the front building fine, one lot
at 65 feet, one lot at 990 f=t, one lot at 88 feet and one lot at 120 feet. The average frontage for all
six lots is 83 feet. The ,approved Project Plan condition reads: “...the size of lots and seibach of ihe
proposed development must match, approximate~, the development standards in the R-200 Zone
for buitiing setback&width of lots along the southeasternbm- of the site... ” The required
lot width along the front building setback line is 100 feet. The dimensions of the proposed lot
widths and the sketch below show the lack of conformance with the desire of the WC and the
Pltig Bossd’s wher dwisions. The satTpropoA clwly shows that the 100 foot lot widths work
to crate an appropriate transition between the existing Historic District and the proposed units. See
memo of January 15, 1998 from the Wstoric Preservation Commission in the Appendix.

30



C. Conformance to the review comments of the MCPD Parks Department

MCPD Parks depafiment has review the project and offered the support of the &eenway Concept
Plm and their awptiee ofrecreationd facihties to be built by this applimnt within Kngs Park per
their guidehes. ~ey reiterated the terms and conditions of the partischool dedication that was part
of the Preliminary Plan approval. See memo Dated January 13, 1998 in Appendw.



ANALYSIS: Conformance to Development Standards ---2

PRO~CT DATA TABLE

Permitted/
Required
30 ac min.

Development Standard
Lot Area (at.):

Dwelling Utits:
One-family detached
Townhouse
Multiple-family
TOTAL 150
Moderately-priced DUS included(12. 5Y0) 96

Min. Geen Area or outside amenity ares (totrd for site)
WAn the corrrmercird portion of site 15%
Wfirr the residential portion of site 50yo

Min. Number of dwelhng units approved 150 du’s or

Not > MP
recommendation

Buflding Height 4 stories
Mu. Residential Density (total site) 30 dtiac

W Bldg setbacks (ft.):
From one fatiy zone

Commercial bldgs 100 R.
Residentid bldgs 100 ft

From any street
Commercird bldgs da
Residential bldgs tia* *

Proposed
120.17 ac Phase I
270.16 ac Total

75
295
398
768
96

da w/ Phase U
64,7%

1,300 du’s w/ Optiorrrd
Method utihting Project Plan

2,600 for Town Center total
1,300 CTC total
768 CTC Phase I

4 stories
11.9 dtiac
(1,300 dti109.17 ac)

da -wI Phase ~
50 fi*

da -WI Phase ~
10 ftmin**

* Per 59-C- 10.38 dews for setback reduction by 5@/o if there are trees or other features on the site
that permit a lesser setback w/o adversely affecting development on the adjoining
property. The apphcant seeks a 50% setback in the areas adjoining the Clarksburg Historic District
where mature trees are in place and are proposed to be saved and embe~shed with additional planting
** The P]anning Board reviewed this setback during the Project Plan Review and found that no

setback is necessary per the approved master plan.
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Allowed Required

Parking To be located on - zoned land
To COtiOrM to 59-E

Number of Parhng Suaces
Phase 1A - Town ~q~are

Multifamily (248 du @ 1.5/du) 372
SD and TH (18 + 159 @2.O/du) m
TOT~ 726

Note: 17 spaces req’d on street

Phase lB - Mlltop D]strict
Multifamily (150 @ 1,5/du) 225
S~ and TH ( 59 + 134 @ 2:0/du) m

611

Note: 90 spaces req’d on street

Provided

Codorms
PB waiver of pkg
req’mt to flow on
street parhg for req’d
spaces

1098
(389 on street,
345 parting lot,
364 driveway/garage)

787
(266 on street,
255 parking lot,
266 driveway/garage)

Requird PubficFacfities and Ametities are hated above SITE ANMYSIS: Conformance to Project
Plan. The site plan protides the required public facilities and amenities,
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~DU CALCULATIONS

MPDUS required for 768 du’s - 12.5% of768 = 96
MPDUS provided in Town Square area: 12 THs and 28 multifamily du’s
Mpdu’s provided in Uphill District: 14 th’s and 42 multifamily du’s

~C~A~ON CALCULATIONS
tots children teens adults srs Total

DE~ND TOTAL 102.1 137.4 19.8 930.7 98.6 1388.7

SUPPLY (amount proposed)
ON SITE
Tot Lot (1)
Multi-age Play Lot (2)
PicrridSitting (12)
Open Play Area ~ (lj
Bke System (1)
Pedestrian System (1)
Nature Trails(1)
Nature Areas(1)
Swimming Pools(1)
Wading Pool(1)
ON SITE TOTAL

9.0 2.0
18.0 22.0
12.0 12.0
3.0 4.0
5.1 13,7
10.2 27.5
5,1 13.7
0.0 6.9
5.1 27.5
15.3 6.9

0.0
6.0
18,0
4.0
18.0
24,0
18.0
12.0
24.0
0.0

4.0 1.0
14.0 2,0
60,0 24.0
10.0 1.0
139.6 9,9
418.8 44.4
18.0 139.6
93.1 4,9
232.7 14.8
46.5 4.9

1622.9

EMST~G OFF SITE TOTAL 74.7
PROPOSED OFF SITE TOTAL m
Ei~ing Off Site SupplyPoints for a Tot Lot, Open Play Ar~ I, So~r-Junior, Baseball-Junior yields
a total of 74.7 points at 35 value 0/0of each. Proposed Off Site Supply Points for a Tot Lot, a
Multiage Play Area and 6 Picnic Sitting Areas yield 79.9 points at 857. value of each.

SUPPLY TOTAL 1777.5

TOTAL PERCENTAGE FOR EACH CATEGORY

100,5 120.3 124.6 131.6 137,8

The recreation proposal for the Site Plan exceeds the required amount of the recreation for the
project.
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F~~GS for Site Plan Review:

1. The site plan is consistent with the Project Plan approved for this site uti~ing the W-2
optional method of development. See discussion above.

2. The site plan meets dl “ofthe requirements of the zone in which it is located. See Project Data
Table above.

3. Tbe locations of the buildings and structures, the open spaces, the landscaping, recr=tion
facilities, and the pedestrian and vehicular circulation systems are adequate, safe and efficient.

a. Location of Buildings

The 768 homes (75 S~s, 295 Townhouses and 398 multifamily units) are sited to create the look
of an older tow uti~tig what we now call neotraditional town planning. The unit locations as
described earlier in this report, create a series of blocks which provide a suitable residential setting
for each unit type. This layout establishes order and clear orientation for each street and to each
address. Additionally, each unit type faces the street and connects to it with a wdk for direct, safe
and efficient connections. NI tbe parking areas also connect to the streets and units for safe and
efficient use. The utit orientation to the street dso provides for an attractive view horn adjoining
roadways and properties, biding the rear yards from pubfic view.

There is common open space for each building type, either within a neighborhood green or mews.
The bufidings location at the block edge leave opportunities for a variety of open spaces for pubhc
and private use. The provision of many sitting and play areas dispersed throughout the units and
pubfic spaces create an abundance of opportunities for pubfic gathering and recreation.

The edge of Mstoric District would be improved with the creation more open space within the SFD
u’tits proposed there.

The ~DU locations conform to the approved guidelines by: providing 12.5% of the proposed units
as ~DU’s; providing two different types of units, similar to the proposed units in the project;
townhouses with ody ~DVs are permitted as shown; the Uphill District townhouses and
multiftiy units are units are sited rrm recrmtion arm open space play areas. The outstanding items
for the ~DU locations are: the townhouses in the Town Square District must either be relocated
neti to recrmtion arm or recrwtion shrdlbe installed near them; the site plan and record plats must
identifi all ~DU locations. Wth these improvements, the ~DWs conform to the Site Plan
tiidefines approved by the Planning Board 6/1/95.

b. Open Spaces

There are 70.65 scres ‘ofopen space provided within the whole Clarksburg Town Center. The open
spacesare used for entionmend mitigatio~ for recrwtion, buffers and tree preservation. Wthin the
developed arw, the open spaces provide for sitting areas, walks and buffers between development.
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Discussion of Environmental Endings

~ da Buffers

Stream buffers per the Envirorunentsd bidelines and Priority One forest conservation areas have
been prot-~ with the exception of unavoidable intrusions for grading of the Oreenway road, road
crossings on &eenway Road and Main Street, storrnwater management facihties, and sewer
installation. ~eenway Road grading will be done ordy in unforested poflions of the stream valley
and will be reforested. None of the impervious road surface will be within the buffer. The road
crossings W have to conform to the county guidelines for environmentally sensitive road crossings
which encourage redutiion of the crossing footprint and maintenance of the stream channel.
Mthough the stomrwater management facihties require some forest clearing and for the most part
cannot be reforested (although some landscaping is possible), they are vitrd to protection of the
stremn horn the impacts of development md mot be located outside the buffer without significant
impact to the layout and density of the plan. To the extent possible, the sewer easements avoid the
most sensitive areas and will be reforested.

In all instances, intrusions into the stream buffers will be minimized and mitigation of impatis will
be rquired. Another danger to streams and stream buffers on this site is the large area and amount
of grading that W be done within the development ar=. As prot@ioL extraordirr~ and redundant
sediient and erosion mntrol maures are being required during construction. To ensure that these
measures are adequate, effective, and in good working order, staff is remmmending that an
independent inspector finded by the apph~t be retairrd by MCDPS to monitor the sediment control
devims and deal with potential problems. This approach is being successfully used for another site
plan currently under construction in a sensitive watershed, and is consistent with recommendations
made in the County’s Sediment Control Task Force Report (June 1997).

Stormwater management is provided by seversd on-site water quantity and quality facihties which
have been required as part of the retiew and approval of the SPA Water Quality Plan. Water qutity
control will be provided by an extensive series of Best Management Practices @MP’s) including;
md flters, bioretentio% and cla water recharge ar-. These facilities are linked together with the
quantity control facfities which consix of a d~ pond within the western stream vdey and a wet pond
lo~td within the development area on the * side of the property. Both ponds are in approximate
locations identifid by the Clarksburg Environmentrd & Water Resourws Study for shared
storrnwater management facilities. ~though facihties that are in-stream or have permanent pools
of water are not usually desirable in temperature sensitive watersheds, it was determined as part of
the retiew of the PreMary Water QudI~ Plm that given the development intensity, more effdive
stormwater controls would be provided by these facilities. The in-stream facility till use the dam
crmted by the Geenway Road crossing which eliminates additional disturbanti. The remainder of
the valley will be left as it is except for reforestation. The wet pond will be designed with as many
features as possible to reduce the temperature of water entering the stream born the pond outfall.
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The storrnwater management facihties are linked together so that they provide etiraordinary and
redundant stormwater management controls.

The Board has adopted guideha for Park and Planning Deptient review of projects within SPNS.
These guidebcs focus on cxpandmgwethmdbuffers, expanding and accelerating forest mnsemation
oPPo~fities, ~d lifit~g site impeMousness levels. They have been addressed by the site plan in
the following manner:

BUFFERS - Stream buffers have been discussed above. As previously noted, the Board
decided expanded wetland buffers would not apply in the town center. The majority of the
wetimds, seeps and springs on the property are physidy protected within the stream valleys.
Measures have been taken to minimize even temporary disturbance of the wetlands, and
where unavoidable disturbanw ti oar (road crossings and sewer instauation), 2:1 wetland
mitigation ~ be provided. To reduce the more critid impacts on hydrology for the wetland
areas, the plan proposes several storrnwater management B~’s designed to encourage
infdtration and groundwater recharge.

FOWSTATION - The plan will include reforestation of all unforested stream buffer areas
using at least whip size planting stock to minimize the time to canopy closure. A. 5-year
maintenance program will be required to better ensure survival of the forest plantings.

WERWOUS~SS - hperviousness within the town center far exceeds the level which is
desirable in the hmdwaters area of a sensitive watershed such as Little Seneca Creek.
However, given the nature of the land use and site design this cannot be avoided. Attempts
have krr made by the appficarrtto minimize impervious surfaces by use of on-street parallel
parking and tighter curb radii, but in staffs opinion firther reduction is possible. We
recommend deletion of the on-street parking from the following locations: 1) the stream
vdey side of the tieenway Road from Stringtown Road to the intersection with Street “O’;
2) both sidesof Street “C from Stringtown Road to Street “D; 3) the stream valley side of
Street “C from Street “D to the bikepath crossing; and 4) on Street “D” west of its
intersection with Street “C. In additio~ we strongly discourage widening of road surfaces
for on street bike lanes and paved shoulders.

Hope for reducing the impact of the excessive impervious surfaces on this watershed lies irr
providing extraordinary stormwater management facilities and B~’s for d] runoff from
these tiaces. Due to the amount and configuration of density proposed for this site, space
for and capacity within these facilities is very limited. Gven the proposed edge of the
developed are% this situation cannot be remedied without sacrificing more of the
envirorunentdly sensitive stream buffer area. Reducing the amount of proposed
imperviousness,where possible, and avoiding addition of more imperviousness are the best
ways to ensure that the proposed facilities will be adequate and effective.
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The FmrdWater @dity Plan for the tow renter addresses the Performance Goals established during
pre-appficstion review, outbes the strategies that till be employed to meet these gods, and includes
a detied plan for water qutity morritofig of the strm before, during and tier construction. The
following is a brief summary of the perforrnrmce gods and strategies:

ma: Protect the sreatiaquatic habitat - restore habitat which promotes naturrd recove~
toward a Use N strm habitat.

S~=GY: Address the three components of aquatic hbitat. Chemical component - Water
qualityBW ‘S; Physial component - reforestation of stream bufler, stream valley
improvements, stringent erosion and sediment controls, stornrwater management
controls, conversion of agrimliuralfielk; Temperature - retentiotireplarrting of
forest withinstream valleys, BWS including sand~lters, bioretention, clean water
recharge and cool water in>ltration and rechrge.

m-: Maintain natural on-site stream channels: through effective upltid site planning,
stormwater controls, and aliment and erosion control, protect stream habitat features
mlnerable to anticipated development impacts.

S~TEGY: Redu&t setiment control, water quality BWS, stormwater management guanti~
controls, reforestation along stream channels, stream channel improvements,
protection of existing stream valleyforest and wetlarrh.

mm: Minimize stodow runoff increases - Through storrnwater management, decrease
duration and frequency of bankfull discharge to preconstmction levels.

S~~GY: Contiol frrst I” of runofifiom proposed impervious su~aces to mimic existing
conditions during a two year storm.

GGm: To identifi and protect stream banks prone to erosion and slumping - Ident@ the
most erosion prone stream bank areas and stabifize them with a combination of
-ctud and bioengineered solutions to anticipate the altered flow regime resulting
from development.

S~ TEGY: Stream valley improvement

mm: To minimize increases to ambient water temperature - minimize increases to 3.5
percent of existing baseflow conditions.

S~TEGY: Water guali~ BWS which inrltrate stormwater rurrofi and mix it with cooler
groundwater, shading of stream valley through retentiotiplanting of forest.

GGM: To minimize sediment loading - minimize sediment loading and reduce stream
embedddrress by 80 percent

S~ ~GY: Reforesting stream buffer, stream stabilization, stringent erosion and sediment
control, stormwater management controls, conversion of agriculturalfielh.

3a



. .

GOAL:

S~EGY:

@AL: ‘“

STMTEGY:

Maintain stream baseflow - L]mit the post-development reduction of base flow in
strains to Operwnt.
Partial (80%) maintenance through infiltration B~s.

Protect springs, seeps, and wetlands - Protect natural recharge areas of perenrrird
seeps and springs that provide cold water to str-s where feasible.
Minimize disturbance, irrrltrationBMPs, stream valley open Paces.

Errvirormrentd Planning Division staff concur with MCDPS that the proposed Find Water Qurdity
Plan meets the SPA requirements for the development and grading areas within the site and for a
portion of the perimeter Wend roads (see MCDPS memo). We recommend conditional approval
of the plan.

Arterial Road Open Section Roadway Waivers are required to approved closed section roadways
within a Specird Protection Area.

Environmental Planning Division staff suppoti use of closed section improvements to Stnrrgtowrr
Road from MD Route 355 to the Greenway Road, and for Clarksburg Road from MD Route 355 to
the OreerrwayRoad. It has b=n determined that additional stormwater management controls can be
provided to compensate for the loss of open swdes for these roads and water qudlty will be
protectd. Stnrrgtown Road from the Greenway Road to Mldcounty Arterird should be a modfied
open-section road. Midcounty Arterial will be reviewed as part of fiture site plans.

N-~

Si@carrt noise impacts affecting the outdoor area of Lot 1, Block K and Lots 1,6,7, 10 and 11,
Block J have been mitigated to the etient feasible by small, densely landscaped hems to provide at
I@ visual screening of the noise source. The same visual screening is”provided for Lots 23 and 33,
Block K andht51, Block L through use of fencing around the perimeter of the rear yards. Interior
noise levelswithin W of these units W be addr- by appropriate building design and construction.

c. Landscaping and Lighting

The landscapingplan is ric~y developed to provide for a variety of firrctions: buffering and screening,
to provide shade for parking lots, streets, sitting and play areas to stabilize stream valleys; to create
entry features; to articulate the Town Square and presewe etisting wooded areas. The bike path
along Greenway Road will be accentuated by groves of trees which allow for intermittent views of
the strmm valley. The Forest Conservation Plan and the stream valley buffer planting will create a
forested str- vdey over time tith water quality benefits. The Landscaping Plan also provides for
SWM faci~ty plantings to assist in water retention and to provide for an attractive setting for
utitariarr finctiorrs. The plant selectionsproposal by the applicant are suited to the environment and
their intended purpose.
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Staff recommends that firther review be required to: provide additional planting within the SW
facilities; to determine the appropriate ground cover for the steep slope% to assure that evergreen
plantings be addd to StrirsgtowrrRoad to assist with percepturd noise mitigation; and for the Town
Square a planting that will add some presence to the space until a civic use is found to occupy the
space. For those areas where tighter tree spacing is proposed within the public right-of-way, the
HOA will be required to maintain those trees.

d. Recreation

Recreation demmd is satisfied as shown in the recreation calculations table above.

The recreation proposal has located a variety of play areas throughout the project. In order to
provide play areas within convenient access to rdl the units within each block the typid play area
has, in some -s, been dispersed to provide a single swing or sandbox and bench tucked within an
open space, rather than require a large totlot structure for eve~ location. Play equipment and path
connections have been added to the etistirrg Mngs Park to accommodate the increased usage by this
development.

The MPDU townhouses within the Town Square neighborhood need to have additional recreation
added next to them.

e. Vehicular and Pedestrian Circulation

The vehicular and pedestrissrcirculation systems are merged for the neighborhood and Town Square
ara. Both the streets and the sidewti that adjoin them on both sides create a modified grid system
for circulation - modified to meet existing conditions and topography.

The intemd streets are designd (with some wtivers) to dow pedestrian friendly features ie, reduced
curb radii, raised crosswalks and intersections, parallel parking which create a safe, clearly defined
environment for both vehicles and pedestrians. The multiple intersections and block pattern create
efficient and safe awess to each unit or parking lot and assists movement throughout the
neighborhood.

htemtiy, OreerrwayRoad provides a recreational trail that is off road to separate the bicycfist from
the motorists. The mrmections across Main Str~t we defined by crosswalks and a raised intersection
to provide safe pedestrian and bicycfist crossings. Beyond the site to the north the tieenway bke
trti fi cross Clarksburg Road and mMW to the park to the north. South of the site it til connect
efficiently and safely to bike trails planned with roadway improvements. Main Street will be a
designated route for a Class ~ or on road bike path. St@recommends that the appticant post it with
a sign to hig~ight the presence of bicychsts.

Other irrtemd street features are for private streets to allow on street parking tigned to units, stti
supports this waiver of standards. Until the Main Street connection is made there needs to be a turn
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around at its terminus.

The efieti srterid streets and their access points are in accordance with the approved Prehminary
Plan. The arterial streets include Class I bike paths, per the Master Plan. They are placed along the
side of the property to efficiently provide the population of Clarksburg Town Center a continuous
loop wound the entire project and to make a W to the transit station and regiomd bike paths beyond.

The pedetim system for the project is mntirmous, efficient and safe. Sidewalks are in place on every
street, providing complete pdestrian access through the developed areas. Each block has a path
through it for efficient movement through the entire area. The path system within the open spaws
connects to the sidewalks for a continuous and efficient movement. Staff recommends that one
sidewaJkbe deleted due to lack of use md the rrd to reduce paving in the SPA - the sidewalk along
the north side of the Mid-County ArterisJ.

4. Each structure and use is compatible with other uses and other site plans and with etisting
and proposed adjacent development.

The Clsrksburg Town Center W be ultimatelybe perceived as an etiension of the land use patterns
established within the etisting town of Clarksburg. The proposed siting of SFD units new to the
bound~ of the homes within the Wstonc District will establish a continuity of unit me, mass and
layout from etisting to new development. The removal of one proposed SFD home along the will
improve the compatibility between the projects, The topography that slopes away from Stringtown
Road and Mid County Arterial and the heavily planted buffer allow for the development to be sited
with the least intrusion to the rural land to the east of the property.

The preservation of and the provision of a wooded buffer between the Hstoric District, the church,
Clsrksburg Road and the proposed site plan will allow for development to occur with a retention of
the etisting character of the area and minimized environmental disturbance.

The actitity sssociatd with the proposed residential md rwr~tional uses will not cause any negative
effect on the etisting town.

5. The site plan meets dl applicable requirements of Chapter 22A regarding forest conservation.

The site plm meets W apptimble requirements of Chapter 22A regarding forest conservation, Forest
Conservation requirements for this phase of the development have been met by the presewation of
approximately 16 acres of efisting forest, with additiond planting of approximately 8 acres.

Most of the forest retention and planting areas are tithirr str~ valleys that will be dedicated as park
land, A Catego~ I Conservation easement will be placed over the forest conservation and buffer
arm outside of park dedication as shown on the Forest Conservation Plan. See approval memo of
Januw 15, 1998 in the Appendk,
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CONCLUSION

The retiew team for the Clarksburg Town Center # 8-98001 includes the following:

Charfie Loehr, Chie~ Development Review
Wynn E, Witthans, Development Retiew
Ron WeIke, Transportation Planning
Cathy CordoU Environmental Planning
Gwen Wright, Mstoric Preservation
Karen Ku~ Lyrr Coleman, Community Based Planning
Tanya Schmieler, Park Planning
Joe Davis, Development Review
rdso: Lq Ponsford, Micheal M% Brooke Farquhar, Beverly Breen, ~ Kim John Carter

Sara Navid, MCDPS
Greg Lec~ MCDPW&T
Richard Gee, MCDPS
Rick Brush MCDPS
Greg Cook MDS~
Janice Turpi% MCPS
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APPE~m
a. Standard conditions dated Janu~ 16, 1998
b. Correspondence referenced in report

NO~: A transcript of the Project Plan and copy of the nrinutes of the Prelirnioq Plan hearing
been placed in the Planning Board office for the Board’s retiew.
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APPEND~ A.

STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL DATED 1/16/98:

1.

2.

Submit a Site Plan Enforcement Agreement, Development Progrm, and Homeowners
Association Documents for review and approvfl prior to approval of the
signature set as follows and as stated above in other conditions:

a. Development Program to include a phasing schedule as follows:
1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)
7)

8)
9)

Street tree planting must progress as street constmction is completed, but no later
than six months afier completion of the units adjacent to those streets.
Community-wide pedestrian pathways and recreation facihties must be
completed prior to seventy percent occupancy of each phase of the development.
Landscaping associated with each parking lot and building shd be completed as
construction of each facility is completed.
Pdestriarr pathways md sating areas associated tith each facility shall be completed
as construction of each facility is completed.
Clearing and grading to correspond to the construction phasing, to minimize soil
erosion;
Coordination of each section of the development and road$
Phasing of dedications, storrnwater management, sedimentierosion control,
recreatio~ forestation, community paths, trip mitigation or other features.
Phasing of site clearing and grading to mirrimze soil erosion;
Phasing of storrnwater management and forest construction.

Simatrrre *t of site. landwpdl~tin~ forest mnservation and sediment and erosion control
plans t: include, in addition to other r~qui~ements, for sttireview prior to approval by MCDPS:

:.

c.
d.
e.

f

g

h.
i.

j

1.

Undisturbed stream buffers at least 120 to 150 feet feet wide as shown on the site plan;
Limit of disturbsmw,
Methods and location of tree protection,
Forest Conservation arm,
Relocation of stornrwater facility outfdls from pond away from forest presewation
or other environmentally sensitive areas;
CorrditiorrzofMCDPS Water @tity/Stomwater Management Conwpt approval letter dated
January 15, 1998;
Note stating the M-NCPPC staff must inspect tree-save areas and protection devices
prior to clearing and grading;
The development program inspection schedule.
Category I conservation easement and park dedication boundary
Street trees along M pubficand private streets inclusive of the arterial streets surrounding the
project;

Centrtized, screened trash areas for all multi-family and one-family attached units
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n.

0,

P

except totiouses
Details for and location of noise fencing to attenuate current noise levels to no more
than 45 dBA Ldn for the outdoor back yard area of homes at Stringtom Road and
Midmurrty Arterial,
certification from a professionrd acoustical engineer that the building shell tiU
attenuate current noise levels to an interior level not to exceed 45 dBA Ldn.
location of outfaUsaway from tree presemation areas;
environmental setting protecting the historic resource or site.

3. Forest Conservation Plan shall satisfi all conditions of approvrd prior to recording of plat mrd
MCDEP issuance of sediment and erosion control permit.

4. No clearing or grading prior to Planning Department approval of signature set of plans.
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APPE~~: Previous Planning Board Environmental Decisions

The proposed site plan kcludes 768 of the approximately 1300 units anticipated for the town center
site with associated infiastruc~re. It also includes grading for the future conrnrerci~off icdretd
potion of the site. The plan results in complete development or grading of the west side of the site
and development of approximately one third of the east side.

As part of project and preliminary plan review, the Board made the following decisions:

1. _@_ buffer _achent ~ ~ - Lf~ ~eenw~ ~ (no clearing of forest,
no imperiousness in the buffer, mmplete reforestation) and two associated storsnwater management
facfities (rsrisritie disturbance and re-vegetate) due to the effect the dtemative would have on site

, design and density.

2. Estihshed that Clarksburg Town Center must wmply with Specird Protection Arm (SPA) Water
Quality Review requirements except that the revised SPA wetland buffers (@idelines for
EmronmentalM-gement of Development irrMontgome~ Cosar~, Febmary 1997 edition) would
@ apply.

3. Agreed that _ mrs mua k forested ~herev~ _ to meet county Forest
Conservation Law requirements and Clarksburg Master Plan objectives; meadow/wildflower areas
or other amenity landscaping must be placed outside of buffers.

4. Agreed that -_ in the Little Seneca CrA ~ ~ @ and instructed the appfimt to
make a good faith effort to find off-site planting areas within the watershed, if necessary, before
planting in the portion of the site draining to Little Bennett Creek.

5. ~pproved k w ~ m section roadways @ neiohborhoo
MCDP

dstim
~ _ based upon EPD and MCDPS agreement that the higher road runoff can be

compensated for by proposed increased storage of storrnwater mnoff in the water quality facihties
(control of 1“ of runoff over the impervious surfaces instead of the more typical 1/2”).
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T~EFAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
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8787 Georgia Avenue . Silver Spring. Maqland 20910-3760

FJ~

Date of mailing: Uarch 26, 1996
..
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HONTGO=RY COm PMING BOARD
~IS~ OPINION

Preliminary Plan No. : #1-95042
Name of Plan: Clarksburg Town Center

Action: Approval, SUbjeCt to conditions. (Motion by Commissioner
Aron; seconded by Commissioner Holmes; with a vote of 5 to O,
Cowissioners Aron, Holmes, Hussm~, Baptiste and Richardson
voting in favor of the motion) .

J~ODUCTION

On September 28, 1995, the Montgomeq County Planning Board
(“Board”) held a P@lic hearin9 to consider Preliminaw plan 1-
95042, an application for s~division approval in the M-2 zone.
The proposed uses include residential, retail and commercial
development . The Applicants, Piedmont & Clarksburg Associates,
proposed to create 834 lots on 267.50 acres of land.

At the hearing, the Board heard testimony and received
evidence submitted in the record on the application. Based upon
the testimony and evidence presented, the Board finds Prelimina~
Plan 1-95042 to be in accordance with the Durooses and
re~irements of the Subdivision Regulation; (-~apter .5o,
Montgomeq County Code, as amended) and approves Preliminary Plan
1-95042, subject to the conditions listed - - ““ .
opinion.

at tne end or tfils

BACKGRO~

Mawland Route 355The property is located northeast of
between Clarksburg Road and Stringtown Road (~-260 on the Master
Plan) . Piedmont Road crosses through the northern portion of the
property. The Applicant proposes construction of 1,300 dwelling
units, including townhomes, multi-family and single-family
residences . The proposal also includes 150,000 s~are feet of
retail space and 100,000 s~are feet of office/development space.

The underlying development authority, Project Plan No. 9-
94004, was approved by the P1-’ing Board on May 11, 1995, after
two prior Planning Board meetings (held on April 6 md 20, 1995).
The record for Preliminaq Plan 1-95042 specifically includes the
records from those prior hearings.
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~~GS for Site Plan Review:

1. The site plan is consistent with the Project Plan approved for this site utihzing the W-2
optiorrd method of development. See discussion above.

2.

3.

The site plan meets all of the requirements of the zone in which it is located. See Project Data
Table above.

The locations of the buildirr~s and structures. the open spaces, the landscaping. recreation
facilities, and the pedestrian-red vehicular circulati~n sys~ems are adequate; sa~eand eticient.

a. Location of Buildings

The 768 homes (75 S~s, 29S Townhouses and 398 multifamily units) are sited to create the look
of an oldertow udhirrgwhatwe now callneotraditiondtownplanning.The unit locations as
described earlier in this report, create a series of blocks which provide a suitable residential setting
for each unit type. This layout establishes order and clear orientation for each street and to each
address. Additionally, each unit type faces the street and connects to it with a walk for direct, safe
and efficient connections. Ml the parking areas also connect to the streets and units for safe and
efficient use. The unit orientation to the street also provides for an attractive view from adjoiting
roadways and properties, biding the rear yards from public view.

There is common open space for each building type, either within a neighborhood green or mews.
The buildings location at the block edge leave opportunities for a variety of open spaces for pubfic
and private use. The provision of many sitting and play areas dispersed throughout the units and
pubfic spaces create an abundance of opportunities for public gathering and recreation.

The edge ofMstonc District would be improved with the creation moreopen space within the S~
units proposed there.

The ~DU locations conform to the approved guidelines by: providing 12.S70 of the proposed units
as ~DU’s; providing two different types of units, similar to the proposed units in the project;
townhouses with ordy ~DVs are permitted as shown; the Uphill District townhouses and
multiftiy units are units are sited nm recreation areas open space play areas. The outstanding items
for the ~DU locations are : the townhouses in the Town Square District must either be relocated
rrti to recration sru or recr~tion shall be installed near them; the site plan and record plats must
identifi all WDU locations. W]th these improvements, the ~DU’s conform to the Site Plan
Guidelines approved by the Planning Board 6/1/9S.

b. Open Spaces

There are 70.6S acres’of open space provided within the whole Clarksburg Town Center. The open
spaces are used for errvirorunentdmitigatio%for recr=tion, buffers and tree presemation. W]tbirr the
developed arm, the open spaces provide for sitting areas, walks and buffers between development.
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Discussion of Environmental Endings

Stream buffers per the Environmental Guidelines and Priority One forest conservation areas have
been prot-ed, with the exqtion ofunsvoidable intrusions for grading of the Oreenway road, road
crossings on Oreenway Road and Main Street, stormwater management facilities, and sewer
installation. Oreenway Road grading will be done ordy in unforested portions of the stream valley
and will be reforested. None of the impervious road surface will be within the buffer. The road
crossings W have to conform to the county guidehnes for environmentally sensitive road crossings
which encourage redutiion of the crossing footprint and maintenance of the stream channel.
Nthough the stormwater management facilities rquire some forest clearing and for the most part
cannot be reforested (although some landscaping is possible), they are vitrd to protection of the
str~ from the impa~s of development and cannot be located outside the buffer without significant
impti to the layout and density of the plan. To the extent possible, the sewer easements avoid the
most sensitive areas and will be reforested.

In d] instances, intrusions into the stream buffers will be minimized and mitigation of impacts will
be required. Another danger to streams and stream buffers on this site is the large area and amount
of grading that M be done within the development area. As protection, efiraordinary and redundant
sediient and erosion wrrtrol measures are being required during construction. To ensure that these
measures are adequate, effective, and in good working order, staff is recommending that an
independent insp~or firrded by the applicant be retained by MCDPS to monitor the sediment control
deviws and deal with potential problems. This approach is being successfully used for another site
plm currently under construction in a sensitive watershed, and is consistent with recommendations
made in the County’s Sediment Control Task Force Repofi (June 1997).

Stormwater management is provided by several on-site water quantity and qusdityfacilities which
have b=rr required as part of the review and approval of the SPA Water Quality Plan. Water qutity
control will be provided by an extensive series of Best Management Practices @MP’s) including;
sand titers, bioretentio~ and clean water recharge ar-. These facilities are linked together with the
qumtity mrrtiol facfities which mnsist of a dry pond within the western stream valley and a wet pond
lowted within the development ara on the @ side of the property. Both ponds are in approximate
locations identified by the Clarksburg Environmental & Water Resources Study for shared
stormwater management facihties. Nthough facilities that are in-stream or have permanent pools
of water are not usually desirable in temperature sensitive watersheds, it was determined as part of
the review of the Pretiary Water Qutity Plan that given the development intensity, more effective
stormwater controls would be provided by these facihties. The in-stream facihty will use the dam
mated by the Oreenway Road crossing which eliminates additional disturbance. The remainder of
the valley will be left as it is except for reforestation, The wet pond will be designed with as many
features as possible to reduce the temperature of water entering the stream from the pond outfrdl.
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The stormwater management facilities are linked together so that they provide extraordinary and
redundant stormwater management Wntrols.

The Board has adopted guideties for Park and Planning Department review of projects within SPNS.
These guidekes focus on expsrrdmgwetland btiers, expanding and accelerating forest conservation
Oppotitities,md hrrridngsheimperviousnesslevels.They have been addressed by the site plan in
the following manner:

BUFFERS - Stream buffers have been discussed above. As previously noted, the Board
decided expanded wetland buffers would not apply in the town center. The majority of the
wetlands, swps and springs on the property are physidy protected within the stream valleys.
Measures have been taken to minimize even temporary disturbance of the wetlands, and
where unavoidable disturbanceM occur (road crossings and sewer installation), 2:1 wetland
mitigation ~ be provided. To reduce the more critid impacts on hydrology for the wetland
areas, the plan proposes seversd stormwater management BMP’s designed to encourage
infiltration and groundwater recharge.

FO~STATION - The plan will include reforestation of all unforested stream buffer areas
using at least whip size planting stock to minimize the time to canopy closure. A 5-year
maintenance program will be required to better ensure survival of the forest plantings.

MERWOUS~SS - hperviousness within the town center far exceeds the level which is
desirable in the headwaiters area of a sensitive watershed such as Little Seneca Creek.
However, given the nature of the land use and site design this cannot be avoided. Attempts
have been made by the apph~t to minimize impervious surfaces by use of on-street parallel
parking and tighter curb radii, but in staffs opinion further reduction is possible. We
recommend deletion of the on-street parklrrg from the following locations: 1) the stream
v~ey side of the ~eerrway Road from Strirrgtowrr Road to the intersection with Street “O;
2) both sidesof Street”~ from StrirrgtowrrRoad to Street “D; 3) the stream valley side of
Street “C from Street “D to the bikepath crossing and 4) on Street “D west of its
intersection tith Street “0. In additio% we strongly discou~age widening of road surfaces
for on street bike lanes and paved shoulders.

Hope for reducing the impact of the excessive impervious surfaces on this watershed fies in
providing extraordinary stormwater management facilities and BMP’s for all mrroff horn
these surfaces. Due to the amount and configuration of density proposed for this site, space
for and capacity within these facilities is ve~ limited. Gven the proposed edge of the
developed area, this situation cannot be remedied without sacrificing more of the
environmentally sensitive stream buffer area. Reducing the amount of proposed
imperviousness, where possible, and avoiding addition of more imperviousness are the best
ways to ensure that the proposed facilities d] be adequate and effective.
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Final Water _ m

The Find Water @tity Plan for the tow center addresses the Performance Gods established during
pr~apphmtion review, outies the strategies that will be employed to meet these gods, and includes
a dettied plan for water qutity monitofig of the strm before, during and tier construction. The
following is a brief sumrnary of the performance goals and strategies:

mm:

STMmGY:

mm:

STMTEGY:

Prot~ the stretiaquatic habitat - restore habitat which promotes natursd recovery
toward a Use W stream habitat.
A&ress ihe three components of aguatic habi(at. Chemical component - Wafer
gualityBW ‘S;Phym”calcomponent - reforestation of stream buffer, stream valley
improvements, stringent erosion and sediment controls, siormwater management
controls, conversion of agriculturalfielh; Temperature - retentiotieplanting of
forest withinstream valleys, BMs includingsand~lters, bioretention, clean water
recharge and cool water in>ltration and recharge.

Maintain natural on-site stream channels: through effective upland site planning,
stormwater mntrols, and sediient and erosion mntrol, protect stream habitat features
vulnerable to anticipated development impacts.
Redu&t sedment control, water guality BMPs, stormwater management guanli~
controls, reforestation along stream channels, stream channel improvements,
protection of existing stream valleyforest and wetlan~.

Mnirnize stodow runoff increases - Through stormwater management, decrease
duration and frequency of batill discharge to preconstmction levels.
Control @rst 1” of runoflfrom proposed impervious surfaces to mimic existing
conditions during a two year storm.

To identifi and protect stream banks prone to erosion and slumping - Identifi the
most erosion prone stream bank areas and stabifize them with a combination of
Structural and bioengineered solutions to anticipate the altered flow regime resulting
from development.
Stream vaIley improvement

To minimize increases to ambient water temperature - minimize increases to 3,S
percent of existing baseflow conditions.
Water guali~ BMPs which hr$ltrate Stormwater ~nojf and mix it with cooler
groundwater, shading of stream valley through retentiotiplanting of forest.

To minimize sediment loading - minimize sediment loading and reduce strain
embeddedness by 80 percent
Reforesting stream buffer, stream stabilization, stringent erosion and sediment
control, stornrwatermanagement controls, conversion of agriculturalfiel~.
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Maintain atrearrr baseflow - Limit the post-development reduction of baae flow in
str-s to Opercent.
Partial (80%) maintenance thrarrghin~ltration BWS.

Protect springs, seeps, and wetlands - Protect naturrd recharge sr- of perermid
seeps and springs that provide cold water to streama where feasible.
Minimize disturbance, irrrltrationBWS, stream valley open spaces.

Enviromentrd Pltirrg Division staff concur with MCDPS that the proposed Finrd Water Qud]ty
Plan meets the SPA requirements for the development and grading areas within the site and for a
portion of the perimeter artend roads (see MCDPS memo). We recommend conditional approval
of the plan.

Arterial Road Open Section Roadway Waivers are required to approved closed section roadways
within a Special Protection Area.

Environmental Planning Division staff support use of closed section improvements to Stringtowrr
Road from MD Route 355 to the OreenwayRoad, and for Clarksburg Road from MD Route 355 to
the GreerrwayRoad. It has been determinedthat additional stormwater management controls can be
provided to compensate for the loss of open swales for these roads and water qurdity wiU be
protectd. Stnrrgtown Road from the Oreenway Road to Mdcounty Arterial should be a modified
open-section road. Midcounty Artend will be reviewed as pan of fiture site plans.

Noise Miti~atfi

Signi6mt noise impacts atTectingthe outdoor area of Lot 1, Block K and Lots 1,6,7, 10 and 11,
Block J have been mitigated to the extent feasible by small, densely landscaped berms to provide at
1- tisurd screening of the noise source. The same visual screeningisprovidedfor Lots 23 and 33,
Block K and Lot51, Block L through use of fencing around the perimeter of the rear yarda. Interior
noise levels within W oftbese units W be addressed by appropriate building design and construction.

c. Landscaping and Lighting

The lmdsmpirrg plan is rictiy developd to provide for a variety of furrctions: buffering and screening;
to provide shade for parking lots, streets, sitting and play areas to stabilize stream valleys to create
entry features; to articulate the Town Square and preserve existing wooded areas. The bike path
along Greenway Road will be accentuated by groves of trees which allow for intermittent views of
the stream valley: -The Forest Conservation Plan and the stream valley buffer planting will create a
forestedstreamv~eyovertimetithwaterquality benefits. The Landscaping Plan dso provides for
SWM facihty plantings to assist in water retention and to protide for an attractive setting for
uttitarisrr firretiorrs.The plant selectiom proposal by the applicant are suited to the envirorunent and
their intended purpose.
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Staff recommendsthatfirther review be required to: provide additional planting within the SW
facilities; to determine the appropriate ground cover for the steep slopes; to assure that evergreen
plantingsbe added to Strirrgtowrr Road to assist with percepturd noise mitigation; and for the Town
Square, a plantkg that will add some presence to the space until a civic use is found to occupy the
space. For those areas where tighter tree spacing is proposed within the pubhc right-of-way, the
HOA will be required to maintain those trees.

d. Recreation

Recreation demand is satisfied as shown in the recreation calculations table above.

The recreation proposal has located a variety of play areas throughout the project. In order to
provide play areas within convenient access to M the units within each block, the typicrd play ar=
has, in some -s, been dispersed to provide a single swing or sandbox and bench tucked within an
open space, rather than require a large totlot structure for every location. Play equipment and path
corrrr~ions have been added to the etistirrg Rings Park to accommodate the increased usage by this
development.

The MPDU townhouses within the Town Square neighborhood need to have additional recreation
added next to them.

e. Vehicular and Pedestrian Circulation

The vehicular and pede~rim circulation systems are merged for the neighborhood and Town Square
ar-. Both the streets and the sidewtis that adjoin them on both sides create a modified grid system
for circulation - modified to meet existing conditions and topography.

The irrtemrdstreets are designed (with some waivers) to Wow pedestrian tiendly features ie, reduced
curb radii, raised crosswalks and intersections, parallel parking which create a safe, clearly defined
environment for both vehicles and pedestrians. The multiple intersections and block pattern create
efficient and safe access to each unit or parking lot and assists movement throughout the
neighborhood.

ktem~y, OreerrwayRoad provides a recreational trail that is off road to separate the bicyclist from
the motorists. The mrrnectiorrsacross Main Street are defied by crosswalks and a raised intersection
to provide safe pedestrian and bicyclist crossings. Beyond the site to the north the Oreenway bike
trti d] cross Clarksburg Road and mMect to the park to the north, South of the site it will connect
efficiently and safelytobiketrailsplannedwithroadwayimprovements.Main Streetwillbe a
dwignatedrouteforaClass~ oronroadbkepath.Sttirecomrrrendsthattheapplicantposth with
asigntohigtightthepresenceofbicyclists.

Other irrtemd street features are for private streets to allow on street parking ahgned to units, staff
SUppofistfis wtiver of standards. Until the Main Street connection is made there needs to be a turn
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F~D~GS for Site Plan Review:

1. The site plan is consistent with the Project Plan approved for this site uti~ing the M-2
optiorrd method of development. See discussion above.

2.

3,

The site plan meets rdlof the requirements of the zone in which it is located. See Project Data
Table above.

The locations of the buildings and stmctures, the open spaces, the landscapirr~. recreation
facilities,andthepedestriarr;ndvehicularcirculationsystemsareadequate;sa;eandefficient.

a, LocationofBuildings

The 768 homes (75 SFDS, 295 Townhouses and 398 multifamily units) are sited to create the look
of an older tow utihzirrg what we now call neotraditional town planning. The unit locations as
described earlier in this report, create a series of blocks which provide a suitable residential setting
for each unit type, This layout establishes order and clear orientation for each street and to each
address. Additionally, each unit type faces the street and connects to it with a wdk for direct, safe
and efficient connections. N1 the parking areas also connect to the streets and units for safe and
efficient use. The unit orientation to the street also provides for an attractive view from adjoining
roadways and properties, biding the rear yards from public tiew.

There is common open space for each building type, either within a neighborhood green or mews.
The buildings location at the block edge leave opportunities for a variety of open spaces for pubhc
and private use. The pro~sion of many sitting and. play areas dispersed t~oughout the ufits and
public spaces create an abundance of opportunities for public gathering and recreation.

The edge ofHstoric District would be improved with the creation more open space within the SFD
units proposed there.

The ~DU Iomtions mfiorrn to the approved guidelines by: providing 12.5~0 of the proposed units
as ~DU’s; providing two different types of units, similar to the proposed units in the project;
townhouses with ordy ~DU’s are permitted as shown; the Uphill District townhouses and
multiftiy units are units we sited rrw recr~tion arm open ipam play areas. The outstanding items
for the ~DU locations are : the townhouses in the Town Square District must either be relocated
neti to recrwtion ara or recrwtion shall be installed near them; the site plan and record plats must
identify all ~DU locations. Whh these improvements, the ~DU’s cotiorru to the Site Plan
tiide~ies approved by the Planning Board 6/1/95.

b. Open Spaces

There are 70.65 acres’of open space protided within the whole Clarksburg Town Center. The open
spa- are usd for envirorrrrrerrtrdnritigatio~ for recrmtio~ buffers and tree presewation. Within the
developed arw, the open spaces provide for sitting areas, walks and buffers between development.
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Discussion of Environmental Findings

Stream buffers per the Errvirorrmentd Guidelines and Priority One forest conservation areas have
been protect~ tith the exeeption ofunavoidable intrusions for grading of the Greenway road, road
crossings on Greenway Road and Main Street, stormwater management facihties, and sewer
installation. Greenway Road grading will be done ordy in unforested portions of the stream valley
and will be reforested. None of the impervious road surface will be wittin the buffer. The road
mossings W have to mnform to the county guidelines for envirormrentdly sensitive road crossings
which encourage reduction of the crossing footprint and maintenance of the stream chsrmel.
Nthough the stormwater management facilities require some forest clearing and for the most part
cannot be reforested (although some landscaping is possible), they are vitsd to protection of the
strm horn the fipaets of development and mot be located outside the buffer without significant
impati to the layout and density of the plan. To the extent possible, the sewer easements avoid the
most sensitive areas and will be reforested.

k all instances, intmsions into the stream buffers wiu be minimized and mitigation of impacts @
be required. Another danger to streams and stream buffers on this site is the large area and amount
of grading that d be done tithisr the development ar=. As protection, enraordinary and redundant
salient and erosion mntrol maures are being required during construction. To ensure that these
measures are adequate, effective, and in good working order, staff is recommending that an
independent inspeetor finded by the apphmt be retained by MCDPS to monitor the sediment control
devices and deal with potential problems. This approach is being successfully used for another site
plan currently under construction in a sensitive watershed, and is consistent with recommendations
made in the County’s Sediment Control Task Force Repofi (June 1997).

Stormwater management is provided by several on-site water quantity and quafity facilities which
have been requid as part of the review and approval of the SPA Water Quality Plan. Water quality
control will be provided by an extensive series of Best Management Practices @MP’s) including
@d flters, bioretentiow and cl-water rwharge weas. These facilities are linked together with the
quantity mntrol factities which consist of a dry pond within the western stream valley and a wet pond
lomtd within the development area on the east side of the property. Both ponds are in approximate
locations identified by the Clarksburg Environmental & Water Resources Study for shared
stormwater management facilities. Nthough facilities that are in-stream or have permanent pools
of water are not usually desirable in temperature sensitive watersheds, it was determined as part of
the review of the Pretisry Water Qutity Plan that @ven the development intensity, more effective
stormwater controls would be provided by these facilities. The in-stream facihty will use the dam
created by the Greenway Road crossing which eliminates additionrd disturbance. The remainder of
the valley will be left as it is except for reforestation. The wet pond will be designed with as many
features as possible to reduce the temperature of water entering the stream from the pond outfau.
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The stormwater management facihties are finked together so that they provide extraordn~ and
redundmrt stormwater management controls.

Tbe Bowd has adopted guidek= for P&and Planning Department review of projects within SPXa.
These guidek~ focus on exprmdmgwetland buffers, expanding and accelerating forest conservation
oppofifit~, and ]irnhing site impeMousness levels. They have been addressed by the site p]~ in
the foUowmg manner:

BUFFERS - Stream buffers have been discussed above. As previously noted, the Board
dwided expanded wetland buffers would not apply in the town center. The majority of the
wetlands, seeps and springs on the prope~ are physidy protected within the stream valleya.
Measures have been taken to minimize even temporary disturbance of the wetlands, and
where unavoidable disturbance ti occur (road crossings and sewer installation), 2:1 wetland
mitigation ti be protided. To reducethe more cntid impacts on hydrology for the wetland
areas, the PISOproposes several stormwater management B~’s designed to encourage
infdtration and groundwater recharge.

FORESTATION - The plan will include reforestation of all unforested stream buffer areas
using at least whip size planting stock to minimize the time to canopy closure. A S-year
maintenance program will be required to better ensure survival of the forest plantings.

~ERWOUS~SS - hpetiousness within the town center far exceeds the level which is
desirable in the headwaiters area of a sensitive watershed such as tittle Seneca Creek.
However, given the nature of the land use and site design this cannot be avoided. Attempts
have been made by the apph~t to minimize impervious surfaces by use of on-street parallel
parking and tighter curb rati], but in staffs opinion further reduction is possible. We
recommend deletion of the on-street parking from the following locations: 1) the stream
vdey side of the &eenway Road from Stringtown Road to the intersection with Street “O;
2) both sides of Street “C horn Strirrgtown Road to Street “D; 3) the stream valley side of
Street “C from Street “D” to the bikepath. crossing; and 4) on Street “D west of its
intersdon with Street “0. In addition, we stron~y discourage widening of road surfaces
for on street bike lanes and paved shoulders.

Hope for reducing the impact of the excessive impervious surfaces on this watershed lies in
providing extraordinary stormwater management facihties and B~’s for all runoff from
these surfaw. Due to the amount and cotiguration of density proposed for this site, space
for and capacity within these facihties is very limited. Oiven the proposed edge of the
developed area, this situation cannot be remedied without sacrificing more of the
environmentally sensitive stream buffer area. Reducing the amount of proposed
imperviousness, where possible, and avoiding addition of more imperviousness are the best
ways to ensure that the proposed facilities will be adequate and effective.
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The Fmd Water @tity Plan for the town center addresses the Performance Gods established during
pre-apphmtion retiew, outkes the strategies that till be employed to meet these gods, and includes
a detied plszrfor water qutity monitoring of the str- before, during and tier construction. The
following is a brief summary of the performance goals and strategies:

mm:

STUTEGY:

GGM:

STMEGY:

m~:

STRATEGY:

GGM:

STRATEGY:

Protect the strea~aquatic habitat - restore habitat wfich promotes natural recovery
toward a Use N stream habitat.
Address the three components of aquatic habitat. ChemicaI component - Water
quali~ BM ‘S; Physical component - reforestation of stream buffer, stream valley
improvements, stringent erosion and sediment controls, storrrrwatermanagement
controls, conversion of agricultural $el&; Temperature - retentiotireplanting of
forest withinstreom valleys, B~s including sand]lters, bioretention, clean water
recharge and cool water irrjltration and recharge.

Maintain natural on-site stream channels: through effective upland site planning,
stormwater controls, and sediment and erosion mntrol, protw stream habitat features
vulnerable to anticipated development impacts.
Reduht sedimentcontrol, water quali~ BWS, stornrwatermanagement quanti~
controls, reforestation along stream channels, stream channel improvements,
protection of existing stream valleyforest and wetlands.

~nimize stodow runoff increases - Through storrrrwater management, decrease

duration and frequency of barrkfull discharge to preconstmction levels.

Control $rst 1” of rurroflfrom proposed impervious surfaces to mimic existing
conditions during a twoyear storm.

To identifi and protect stream banks prone to erosion and slumping - Identifi the
most erosion prone stream bank areas and stablfize them with a combination of
stmcturrd and bioengineered solutions to anticipate the altered flow regime resulting
from development.
Stream valley improvement

To minimize increases to ambient water temperature - minimize increases to 3.5
percent of existing baseflow conditions.
water quali~ Bws which infiltrate stormwater ~no~ and mix it with cooler
grounhater, shading of stream valley through retentiotiplanting of foresj.

To minimize sediment loading - minimize sediment loading and reduce strain
embeddedness by 80 percent
Reforesting stream buffer, stream stabilization, stringenj erosion and sedimerrj
control, storrrnvatermanagement controls, conversion of agriculturalfielh.
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GOAL:

SmEGY:

WAL:

S~EGY:

Maintain stream baseflow - Limit the post-development reduction of base flow in
strm to Opercent.
Partial (80%) maintenance through irrrltiationBMs.

Protect springs, seeps, and wetlands - Protect naturrd recharge areas of pererrrrid
seeps and springs that provide cold water to streams where feasible.
Minimize disturbance, infiltrationBWS, stiearn valley open spaces.

Errvironmentd Planning Division stticoncur with MCDPS that the proposed F]rrrdWater Quahty
Plan meets the SPA requirements for the development and grading areas within the site and for a
portion of the perimeter arterial roads (see MCDPS memo). We recommend corrditionrd approval
of the plan.

Arterial Road Open Section Roadway Waivers are required to approved closed section roadways
within a Special Protection Area.

Environmental Planning Division staff support use of closed section improvements to Strirrgtowrr
Road from MD Route 355 to the Greenway Road, and for Clarksburg Road from MD Route 355 to
the GreerrwayRoad. It has been determirrd that additional stormwater management controls can be
provided to compensate for the loss of open swales for these roads and water qutity WI be
prot@ed. Stringtowrr Road from the Greenway Road to Mldcounty Arterial should be a modified
open-section road. Midcounty Arterial will be reviewed as part of fiture site plans.

- Mtigation

Si@carrt noise impacts affecting the outdoor area of Lot 1, Block K and Lots 1,6,7, 10 and 11,
Block J have been mitigated to the etient feasible by smau, densely landscaped berms to provide at
leostvisual screeningof the noise source. Theme visual screening is provided for Lots 23 and 33,
Block K and ht 51, Block L through use of fencing around the perimeter of the rear yards. Interior
noise levels within M of these units W be addressed by appropriate building design and construction.

c. Landscaping and Lighting

The landscapingplan is nctiy developed to provide for a vtiety of firrtiions: buffering and screening;
to provide shade for parking lots, streets, sitting and play areas to stabilize stream valley~ to create
entry feature$ to articulate the Town Square and preserve etisting wooded areas. The bike path
rdong Greenway Road will be accentuated by groves of trees which allow for intermittent views of
the stream valley.-The Forest Conservation Plan and the stream valley buffer planting will create a
forestti strm v~ey over time with water qutilty benefits. The Landscaping Plan also provides for
SWM facility plantings to assist in water retention and to provide for an attractive setting for
utittiarr fi”rrctiom.The plant selections proposal by the applicant are suited to the environment and
their intended purpose,

39



4A

Staff recommends that firther review be required to: provide additional planting within the SW
facilities; to determine the appropriate ground cover for the steep slopes; to assure that evergreen
plantings be added to Strirrgtowrr Road to assist with perceptual noise mitigation, and for the Town
Square, a planting that will add some presence to the space until a civic use is found to occupy the
space. For those areas where tighter tree spacing is proposed within the pubfic right-of-way, the
HOA will be required to maintain those trees.

d. Recreation

Recreation demand is satisfied as shown in the recreation calculations table above.

The recreation proposrd has located a variety of play areas throughout the project. In order to
provide play areas within convenient access to all the units within each block the typical play area
has, in some -s, been dispersed to provide a sirr~e swing or sandbox and bench tucked within an
open space, rather than require a large totlot structure foreverylocation.Playequipmentandpath
corrrr~lonshave been added to the existing~gs Park to accorrrrrrodatethe increased usage by this
development.

The MPDU townhouses within the Town Square neighborhood need to have additiond recreation
added next to them.

e. Vehicular and Pedestrian Circulation

Thevehicularand pdestnm circulationsystemsme mergedfor the neighborhood and Town Square
arm. Both the streets and the sidewb that adjoin them on both sides create a modified grid system
for circulation - modified to meet etisting conditions and topography.

Theirrtemd streetsaredesi~ed(withsomewaivers)to~ow pedestrianfiendlyfeaturesie,reduced
curbradii,raisedcrosswalksandintersections,parallelparkingwhichcreateasafe,clearlydefined
environmentforbothvehiclesandpedestrians.The multiple intersections and block pattern crate
eficient and safe access to each unit or parking lot and assists movement throughout the
neighborhood.

ktemdy, Orwrrway Road provides a recreational trail that is off road to separate the bicychst from
the motorists, The mrm@ions across Main Street are defied by crosswalks and a raised intersection
to provide safe pedestrian and bicycfist crossings. Beyond the site to the nortk the Oreenway bike
~~ ~ ~OSS Claksburg Road and wrrrrect to the park to the north. South of the site it will connect.

efficiently and safely to bike trails planned with roadway improvements. Main Street will be a
desi~ated route for a Class ~ or on road bke path. Staff recommends that the applicant post it with
a sign to hi~]ght the presence of bicyclists.

Other internal street features are for private streets to allow on street parking ahgned to units, staff
supports this wtiver of standards. Until the Main Street connection is made there needs to be a turn
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around at its terminus.

The exteti artend streets and their access points are in accordance with the approved Preliminary
Plan. The arterial streets include Class I bike paths, per the Master Plan. They are placed along the
side of the property to efficiently provide the population of Clarksburg Town Center a continuous
loop around the entire project and to make a W to the transit station and regionrd bike paths beyond.

The pedestrian system for the project is mrrtimrous, efficientand safe. Sidewdks are in place on every
street, providing complete pedestrian access through the developed areas. Each block has a path
through it for efficient movement through the entire area. The path system within the open spaces
connects to the sidewalks for a continuous and efficient movement. Stti recommends that one
sidewti be deleted due to lack of use and the need to reduce paving in the SPA - the sidewrdk along
the north side of the Mid-County Artend.

4. Each stmcture and use is compatible with other uses and other site plans and with etisting
and proposed adjacent development.

The Clarksburg Town Center W be ultimatelybe perceived as an extension of the land use patterns
established within the etisting town of Clarksburg. The proposed siting of SFD units next to the
boundary of the homes within the Hstoric District will establish a continuity of unit type, mass and
layout from existing to new development. The removal of one proposed SFD home along the will
tiprove the compatibility between the projects. The topography that slopes away from Stringtown
Road and Mid County Arterial and the heavily planted buffer allow for the development to be sited
with the least intmsion to the rural land to the east of the property.

The presewation of and the provision of a wooded buffer between theMstoricDistrict,thechurch,
ClarksburgRoadandtheproposedsiteplanwill allow for development to occur with a retention of
the existing character of the area and minimized environmental disturbance.

The actitity associated with the proposed residential and recr=tional uses will not cause any negative
effect on the existing town.

S. The site plan meets dl apphcable requirements of Chapter 22A regarding forest conservation.

The sheplan meets d apphmble requirements of Chapter 22A regarding forest conservation. Forest
Conservation requirements for this phase of the development have been met by the presemation of
approximately 16 acres of existing forest, with additional planting of approximately 8 acres.

Most of the forest retention rmdplanting areas are within stream valleys that will be dedicated as park
land. A Category I Conservation easement will be placed over the forest conservation and buffer
arm outside of park dedication as shown on the Forest Conservation Plan. See approval memo of
Janua~ 1S, 1998 in the Appendix.
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CONCLUSION

The review team for the Clarksburg Town Center # 8-98001 includes the following:

Chwlie Loehr, Chief, Development Review
WyrrrrE. Wlttharrs, Development Review
Ron WeIke, Transportation Planning
Cathy Cordo~ Errvirorunentrd Planning
Gwen Wright, Hstoric Presewation
Karen Kunrm, Lyn Colem~ Community Based Plating
Tanya Schmieler, Park Planning
Joe Davis, Development Review
also: Larry Ponsford, Mched M% Brooke Farquhar, Beverly Bree% Ki Kim John Carter

,.

Sara Navid, MCDPS
Greg Lec~ MCDPW&T
Richard Gee, MCDPS
Rick Brusk MCDPS
Greg Cook ~S~
Janice Turpin, MCPS
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APPE~~
a. Standard conditions dated Januq 16, 1998.
b. Correspondence refererrd in report

NO~: A trarrscript of the Project Plan and copy of the minutes of the Prelimin@ Plan hting
been plad in the Planning Board ofice for the Board’s retiew.

g:~Pst~8-9800”1
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APPENDM A:

STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL DATED 1/16/98:

1. Submit a Site Plan Enforcement Agreement, Development ProSa~ and Homeowers
Association Documents for review and approvrd prior to appro~al of the
signature set as follows and as stated above in other conditions:

a. Development Program to include a phasing schedule as follows:
1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)
7)

8)
9)

Streettreeplantingmustprogressasstreetconstructioniscompleted,butnolater
thansixmonthsafiercompletionoftheunitsadjacenttothosestreets
Community-tidepedestrianpathwaysandrecreationfacflidesmustbe
completedprior to seventy percefit occupancy of each phase of the development.
Landscaping associated with each parking lot and building shall be completed as
construction of each facifity is completed.
Pedestrian pathways and sating areas associated with each facility shall be completed
as construction of each facihty is completed.
Clearing and grading to correspond to the construction phasing, to minimize sofl
erosion;
Coordination of each section of the development and roads;
Phasing of dedications, storrnwater management, se~lmen~erosion control>
recreation, forestation, community paths, trip litigation or other features.
Phasing of site clearing and grading to mirrimze soil erosio~
Phasing of storrrrwater management and forest construction.

2. Signature set of site, landsmpd]gbttig, forest conservation and sediment and erosion control
plans to include, in addition to other requirements, for staff review prior to approval by MCDPS:

:

c.
d.
e,

f.

g

h
i.

j

1.

Undisturbed stream buffers at least 120 to 150 feet feet wide as shorn on the site plan;
Limit of disturbance%
Methods and location of tree protection;
Forest Conservation areay
Relocation of storrnwater facihty outfalls from pond away from forest preservation
or other environmentally sensitive areas;
Conditions of MCDPS Water @tity/Stormwater Management Concept approval letter dated
January 15, 1998;
Note stating the M-NCPPC staff must inspect tree-save areas and protection devices
prior to clearing and grading;
The development program inspection schedule.
Category I conservation easement and park dedication bounda~
Street trws rdong M pubfic and private streets inclusive of the arterial streets surrounding the
project;

Centralized, screened trash areas forallmulti-familyandone-familyattachedunits
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n,

o.

P

except townhouses
Details for and location of noise fencing to attenuate current noise levels to no more
than 45 ~A Ldn fortheoutdoorbackyardareaofhomes at Stringtown Road and
Mdcounty Arterial.
certification from a professiorrd acoustical engineer that the building shell will
attenuate current noise levels to an interior level not to exced 45 @A Ldn.
location of outfalls away from tree presewation aresx
errvirnrrrrrentalsetting protecting the historic resource or site.

3. Forest Conservation Plan shall satis~ all conditions of approval prior to recording of plat and
MCDEP issuance of sediment and erosion control permit.

4. No clearing or grading prior to Planning Department approval of signature set of plans.
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APPE~~: Previous Planning Board Environmental Decisions

The propoti site plan kcludes 768 of the approximately 1300 units anticipated for the town center
site with associated infrastmcture. It also includes grading for the fiture commercia~off icdretd
portion of the site. The plan results in complete development or grading of the west side of the site
and development of approximately one third of the east side.

As part of project and prelirnirra~ plan review, the Board made the following decisions:

1. _ Q- tir encroac~e nttiti-Lfti ~@ (no clearing of forest,
no imperviousness in the buffer, mmplete reforestation) and two associated stormwater management
factities (minimize disturbance and re-vegetate) due to the effect the alternative would have on site
design and density.

2. Estabhshed that Clwksburg Town Center must comply with Special Protection Area (SPA) Water
Quality Review requirements except that the revised SPA wetland buffers (Gddelines for
EnvironmentalMarragementof Development inMontgome~ Coun@, Februa~ 1997 edition) would
@ apply.

3. Agreed that _ Wrs mum b forested wherever p-e to meet county Forest
Conservation Law requirements and Clarksburg Master Plan objectives; meadow/wildflower areas
or other amenity landscaping must be placed outside of buffers.

4. Agreed that - planting in the mle Seneca Creek is a priority and instructed the applicant to
make a good faith effort to find off-site planting areas within the watershed, if necessary, before
planting in the portionofthesitedrainingtoLittle Bennett Creek.

5. Approved b M M W _ ~oadwavStirre iehborhoo d-mm
McDP WT W based upon EPD and MCDPS agreement that the higher road runoff can be

compensated forbyproposedincreasedstorageofstormwaterrunoffinthewaterqualityfacilhies
(controlof1“ofrunoffovertheimpewioussurfacesinsteadofthemore typical 1/2”).
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APPE~~ FOR PLAmG BOAD ITEM #9
JANARY 22,1998HE~G DATE

#8-98001CLA~B~G TOW CENTER SITEPLAN
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T~E~MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

PP
S7S7 Georgia Avenue ● Silver SPting, Ma~land 20910-3760

Date of mailing: March 26, 1996
..
.,

UONTGOSRY CO- P~2NG BOARD
WIS= 0P2NION

Preliminary Plan No. : #1-95042
Name of Plan: Clarksburg Town Center

Action: Approval, subject to conditions. (Motion by Commissioner
Aron; seconded by Commissioner Holmes; with a vote of 5 to O,
Commissioners &on, Holmes, Hussm~, Baptiste md Richardson
voting in favor of the motion) .

I~ODUCTION

On Septetier 28, 1995, the Montgomery County Planning Board
(“Board”) held a public hearing to consider Preliminary Plan 1-
95042, an application for s~division approval in the W-2 zone.
The proposed uses include residential, retail and commercial
development . The Applicants, Piedmont & Clarksburg Associates,
proposed to create 834 lots on 267.50 acres of land.

At the hearing, the Board heard testimony and received
evidence submitted in the record on the application. Based upon
the testimony and evidence presented, the Board finds Preliminary
Plan 1-95042 to be in accordance with the purposes and
re~irements of the Subdivision Regulations (Chapter 50,
Montgomery County Code, as amended] and approves Preliminary Plan
1-95042, subject to the conditions listed at the end of this
opinion.

BACKGROUND

The property is located northeast of Maryland Route 355
between Clarksburg Road and Stringtown Road (A-260 on the Master
Plan) . Piedmont Road crosses through the northern portion of the
property. The Applicant proposes construction of 1,300 dwelling
units, including townhomes, multi-family and single-family
residences. The proposal also includes 150,000 s~are feet of
retail space and 100,000 s~are feet of office/development space.

The underlying development authority, Project Plan No. g-
94004, was approved by the Planning Board on May 11, 1995, after
two prior Planning Board meetings (held on April 6 and 20, 1995).
The record for Preliminary Plan 1-95042 specifically includes the
records from those prior hearings.
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The Planning Department staff evaluated the transportation
effects of the subject application as rewired by the Subdivision
Re~lations and as recommended in the Master Plan. First, the
Board must determine that public facilities, including roads,
will be ade~ate to support and ~,ervice the area of the proposed
subdivision. Staff evaluated the impact of the proposed
development on nearby roads and intersections in accordance with
the Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines. Necessaq local
area transportation review improvements for this project are

identified in condition #2 for Project Plan “No. 9-94004.

me second level of transportation review was based on the
Master Plan recommendation that development districts, or
alternative financing mechanisms, be implemented prior to new
development, to ensure that road infrastmcture be provided to
support recommended Master Plan development. The Clarksburg
Master Plan specifically addressed the COuntY’S fiscal concerns
that the timing and Sepence of development in the area should be
responsive to the fact that capital improvements funding rewired
to support new growth will have to come from a variety of
sources, including government sources and private development.
As part of the Project Plan discussion, the Board re~ested staff
to conduct an analysis of the Master Pl~ road network, determine
the amount of road infrastmcture rewired, evaluate how the
roads would be ‘built, and recommend when they should be built.

The Master Plan anticipated a funding shortfall for the
Constmction of schools, local roads and other community
facilities recommended in the Master Plan to serve the expected
new growth. In response to this, the Master Plan recommended
that development in Clarksburg should occur in stages conditioned
upon the ability of private developers to’fund a significant
portion of the infrastmcture improvements or the availability of
other new sources of revenues. The Planning Board e~ressed a
desire to address the Master Plan’s stated need to comprehensive-
ly allocate among developers a responsibility to construct
portions of road infrastructure in a fair and e~itable ~er.

To ensure that the Applicant fund its share of road
infrastructure, as best can be determined at this time, staff
recommended that the Applicant improve Stringtown Road (A-260),
to County standards as a two lane road within the Master Plan
tiignment, No. 2. as of Au~st 25, 1995. Staff’s assessment was
based on the 1993 Fiscal Impact Analysis prepared by the
Montgomery County Office of Planning Implementation (OPI), as
part of the Clarksburg Master Plan review. The OPI study
projected a funding gap of approximately $89 million for rewired
infrastructure. The Study also projecced approximately $37
million in revenues to be
T= (CET). Since the CET

generated by the Construction Wcise
has been repealed, this lOSS of
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anticipated revenue must be add=d to the capital gap, with a
total estimated funding gap Of approximately $126 million. Staff
thus estimated the APPllCant’s share of th~s infrastmcture to be
approximately 10 percent, or $12.5 million, with no County or
State lnpuc. The Planning Board concluded that the Stringtown
Road improvement, which will be the responsibility of the
applicant, represents the current best estimate of the Town
Center’s share of the Master plan road infrastmcture (as more
particularly identified in revised’traffic staff memo of
09/26/95.)

Staff noted that if the council adopts an impact tax or
other alternative road infrastncture funding mechanism, then the .
Applicant’s contribution (in the form of improvements to
Stringtown Road) will be assessed and, if found lacking, will be
augmented by additional tax requirements. The Board determined
that the infrast~cture schemes proposed by the Master Plan are
legislative in nature, will be implemented by the Council, and
may,or may not grandfather development. predating any such
legislation. The Board concluded that to anticipate the
Council’s actions would be presumptive, and premature.

M~OT has re~ested that the hiker/biker trail shown
Clarksbura Master Plan along Stringtown Road (A-260) be

in the

const~ct;d along P-5 from ~rederi~k Road (~ 355) to Piedmont
Road (A-305), in lieu of the Master Plan”~ignment. The de-
veloper has agreed to construct the hikerjbiker trail along P-5.

Applicant also will be rewired to dedicate approximately 8
acres of $and for a future school site, to be used in the interim
as public parkland. At the time the school is developed, if
ever,, the parkland adjoining the school site will be jointly used
as school athletic facilities and public parkland under an
easement agreement between The Maryland-National Capital Park ad
Planning Commission and Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS).
MCPS staff asked that the entire future school site (10-12 acres)
be dedicated to MCPS at this time. Under no-l circumsE~ces
this would be the usual procedure. In this instance, however,
staff recommended and the Board agreed that within the Clarksburg
Town Center, a planned park/school site provides a more efficient
use of land than separate facilities. In addition, if the land
ultimately is not needed as a school site, then the land should
be retained as public parkland. The Board determined that this
joint use, with the recreational facilities remaining under The
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Cotission ownership,
would afford the most efficient public use of the land.

Therefore, with all of the evidence heard and all testimony
taken, The Plaming Board, approved the plan,”“including (1)
waiver of the distance between intersections re~irements as
contained in Section 50-26 of the S&division Regulations and (2)
aPProval of closed street sections subject to M~OT approval.
The approval is sub]ect to the following conditions:
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1. Agreement with Planning Board to limit development to a
m-imum of 1300 dwelling units, 150,000 s~are feet of
retail uses and 100,000 s~ara feet of co~ercial office

uses, subject to the following retirements”:

(a) Agreement with the Planning Board to provide the
necessary roadway improvements as identified in the
phasing section of t“he-.revisedTransportation
P1-ing Division Memorandum dated 09/26/95.

(b) The recordation of the stidivision plats for the
Clarksburg Town Center project ‘shall be phased over a
nine year period. Plats may be recorded in three
separate phases with each phase being completed within
a thirty-six month period. Applicant to record plats
for at least 200 residential units during Phase I.
Applicant must submit a plat recordation schedule for
Phases 2 and 3 for Planning Board approval as part of
the Phase 1 site plan review.

2. Compliance with Environmental ‘Plaming Division approval
of the forest conservationregarding the retirements

legislation. Applicant must meet all conditions prior to
recording of plat or MCDEP issuance of sediment and erosion
control permit, as appropriate. .

3. The comercial area’s stormwater management forebay, sand
filter #6 and associated grading that cawot be forested
must be located outside of the rewired stream buffer. The
SNM facilities should be desi~ed to promote aesthetics and
effectiveness.

4. Agricultural areas within the environmental buffer will be
taken out of production and stabilized with a suitable grass
cover no later than Spring, 1996.

5. Dedication of the following roads as shown on plan ~st be
provided as follows:

(a) Clarksburg Road (MD RT.121) for ulti~te 80’ right-of-
way.

(b) Piedmont Road (Master Plan A-305) for ulti~te 80’
right-of-way.

(’c) Stringtown Road (Master Plan A-260) for ultimate 120’
right-of-way.

6. Dedication of the proposed park/school, as sho~ on the
Applicant’s revised preliminary plan drawing, 1s to be made
to M-NCPPC. In order to facilitate the implementation of
the combined park/school facilities, the following
provisions apply:
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(a)

(b)

(c)

M-NCPPC and the Applicant will =nter into an agreement
specifying that an exchange of land, identified as
areas “B1” and ,,B211on the park/school concept drawin9

set out on Circle Page 49 of the staff report, will
occur prior to the execution of the Site Plan
Enforcement Agreement.

Dedication of the approximately 8 acre area, identified
as area “Ar’on the same park/school concept drawing
identified above, will occur either at the time of
recordation of the plats for the adjacent phase of the
project or,at such time as funds for construction of .
the future elementary school are added to the County
CIP, whichever occurs first.

The Applicmt will provide site grading, infield
preparation and seeding of the replacement athletic
fields on the approximately 8 acres of dedicated land
at a time which insures that there will be no
disruption in the continued use of the existing
athletic fields prior to completion of the replacement
athletic fields.

(i)

(ii)

In the event that dedication occurs when funds for
the proposed school are shown in the CIP,
Applicant will complete work on the replacement
fields prior to the construction of the proposed
school .

In the event that dedication occurs prior to
funding for the school being shown in the CIP,
then upon construction of Street “F”, as shown on
the revised preliminary plan, Applicant will
comence work on replacement of the baseball
field. In addition, if at site plan it is
determined that there is sufficient earth material
on site to construct both replacement fields, then
Applicant will also rough gr;de and seed the
replacement soccer field when construction of
Street ‘*F” begins. Area tabulations for the
proposed park/school complexes to be submitted
technical staff review at site plan. Final
grading plan for the park/school site to be
submitted for technical staff approval as part
the site plan application.

for

of

7. In accordance with Condition #6 above, Applicat to enter
into an agreement with the Planning Board-to provide for
site grading, infield preparation and seeding of the
replacement athletic fields in accordance with Parks
Department specifications, as show.on the preliminary plan
drawing, ad as specified in the Department of Parks’
Memorandum dated Septetier 22, 1995. The construction of
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(c)

(d)

(e)

17. This
2005.

After the 400th building permit, the developer has two
options:

1) Construction of A-260 from ~ 335 to the southern
access+oad of the comercial Ate (commercial
access road between A-260 and P-5) and
construction of P-5 across the stream valley into
the residential area north of stream valley.

2) Constnction of A-260 from ~ 355 to the northern
access road of the residential development and
construction of.a northbound right-turn lane along
~ 355 at A-260 should be included in ,thls phase. .-

After the 800th building permit, the developer must
start construction of remaining section of A-260 to A-
305, and intersection improvements at ~ 355 and ~ 121
to constmct eastbound & westbound left-turn lanes
along ~ 121.

constructig~ of A-305 from A-260 to ~ 121 must begin
when the developer starts building any of the
residential units on blocks 11, 12, 13, and the
northern half of block 10.

prelimina~ plan will remain valid until March 26,
(9 vears and 1 month from the date of mailin~ which is

Febma~ 26, 1996). The recordation of plats shali occur in
accordance with the phasing identified in Condition l(b) of
this opinion, and as further stipulated in the Planning
Board’s approval of the phase 1 site plan review. Prior to
the expiration of the validity period for each phase, a
final record plat for all property delineated in a
particular phase~must be recorded or are~est for an
extension must be filed. The first phaseof the preliminary
plan must be recorded by March 26, 1999 or a re~est for an
extension must be filed.

9: \.ei.iO... \.1..~n. -

-

.,
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a.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

the replacement athletic fields must occur as specified in i.

Condition #6.
I

Record plats to reflect delineation of conservation
easements over the areas of the 100 year floodplain, stream
valley buffer, wetland buffer and tree presentation and/or
reforestation and greenway dedications.

No clearing, grading, or re>ording of plats prior to site
plan approval.

Final ?umber and location of units to ’bedetemined at site
plan.

Access and improvements as rewired to be approved by M~OT
and ~S~.

Conditions of M~EP stormwater management approval dated
07/28/95.

Final number of MPDU’S to be determined at site plan
dependent on condition #10 above.

Preliminaq Plan 1-95042 is ewressly tied to and
interdependent upon the continued validity of Project Plan
No . 9-94004. Each term, condition, and re~irement set
forth in the Preliminary Plan and Project Plan are
determined by the Planning Board to be essential components
of the approved plans and are, therefore, not automatically
severable. Should any term, condition, or re~irement
associated with the approved plans be invalidated, then the
entirety of the approved plan must be remanded to the
Planning Board for further consideration. At that time, the
Board shall determine if all applicable re~irements under
State and County law will be met in the absence of such
term, condition and requirement, and if some alternative,
lawful conditions or plan revisions related to the severed
term, condition, or re~irement are then rewired.

Other necessary easements.

The following phasing re~irements are conditioned upon
issuance of building permits for the subject preliminary
plan:

(a) The first 44 dwelling units without any off-site road
improvements.

(b) After the 44th building pemit, the developer must
start reconstnction of the southbound right turn lane
along ~ 35S at ~ 121 to provide a “free flowing”
movement.
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THE MA RYLANO-!:ATIONAL ~AplTAL PARK ANO PLANNING COMMISSION

Pm

6767 G~ia A.e.ue . silver Spring, Ma~l~nd 20gl o.37so

M-2 Zone
1300 ResidentidUtis,150,~ SKX ~ of Retil, =d 1~,~ SqWe F@t of Office
SE Quadrant FredW,:kRdStringdwn =d
C1arksburg
DateMailed:J- l:,1995

Action: On May 11.1995, morior: .J= de by Commissioner Aron, seconded by
Commissioner Ho]-, with a vok of 3-1, Commissioners Aron, Helm=, ~d Hussmm
voting fortiemtioz. Commission ~te oppsed to the motion, and Commissioner
Nch=dmn absen~

On D&ember 6, lW, tie ~~=~ To=n Center Varure Fledmont kd Associam
L.P. and Clarksbc~ hd -i= L. P.) submirted a complete project plan application
s~kirrg 10devel~ pxsuant to tie cprioti method of development in tie RMX-2 Zone. The
applicariori inclu@ ~ range of hok~g opportunities, retail shops, a grocery store,
resraumrru, pe~ services, md offi-.

On April 6, Apfi 2C. and my 11.195, Project Plan W-94W was brought before the
Montgome~ Corny Pbning *: for a public hearing pursuant to Chapter 59 of tie
Montgomery ComV Code. At the pubhc Mngs, tie Montgomery County Planning Board
heard tesdmony a+ received evid== sWM in tie ~rd on the application. Based on
the o~ ~timony, utirren ,efimc sub- for the -rd, arrd the stif nPOfl, tie
following wnditioos and fmtigs a= he- adopted.

In voting agtist she motion, Gmtio= Baptiste w anemed *ut approving tis
projeet plan before k water qtiy reg-rrs, the sewer authotition, and the cr=tion of
a development dfic to fund future titi w= wmplti. me other Commissioners were
aware of tfrese k- but thq detind tit ti~ issues were addressed at a concept levd
for tie project pk. The retinin~. more ~ific issues auld be addresd prior to
approval of tie prJfinary @.



me Pinning Ward approv~ Proj=t Pl~ No. 9-g4~ subj~t to tie fouowing conditions:

1. Development Cetig -.

The proj~t plan for the Clarksburg Town Center is findted to 13W dwebg units,
150,000 ~uare feet of reti spau, and 100,000 square feet of office space to be
conswcted in three basic ph= as shown in tie project plan. The follo~g is the.
staging plm for traffic improvement: .

a. Stage 1-’950 Units
b. Stage 2-155 UniK
c. Stige 3-195 Units

- 90,~ Sqwe Feet of Retail
d. S@ge 4- d0,000Sqm FeetofReti

-75,000Sqwe FeetofOffice
e. Stage5- 25,~ SquareFeetofOffice

The public building u= G.e., elemenq sch~l, p~k buildings, ~d fibrary) are not
included in the dculations.

2. Transposition hprovemeofi

The following road improvemenfi”, at =ch stage of development, are needed to
provide enough =pacity to serve the propoti development

a. Stage 1- Rwonstmction of the wuthbound right turn lane along MD 355 at
‘MD 121 to provide a “free flowing” movement.

b. Stage 2- Construct an eastbound left mm lane. along MD 121 at MD 355..
- Consmct a wmtbound left turn lane along MD 121 at MD 355.

c. Stage 4- Construct a northbound right turn lane along MD 355 at Stringtown
Road.

d. Singe 5- R=tripe eastbound Comus Road to provide exclusive left turn tie
at MD 355.

e. A-2~ (Stingtown Road) must be dediutd, to a nghtaf-way of 120 feet. At
the prehminary plan, if determined that the prope~ is not part of a
participation agreement with MCDOT and other prowrty owners, the safety
improvemen~ describd in paragraph 4., will be made to Stringtown Road.

\
\
\\
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3.

4.

f. Pticipate in tie Gateway I-270 Office Park road improvements as dacnbed
belowutiessdeterminedasnotappropriateattheprefiminvplan.At such
time as tie developer of the Gateway 270 Office Park commences cons~ction
of ifi’ rquired improvements between I-270 northbound off-ramp and tie
entrance to Gateway 270 Office Park Pmsportation Planntig Division
memomdum datd September 25, 1989, P~gmph 1.b. and 2.), the appfiat
shti participate in such improvements providd:

1. Apphcant has not completi its Stage 3 tific improvements for tie
project.

2. Gateway 1-270 preliminary plan has not expird.

3. Applicant’s participation shd be fimited to its pro mta share of tific
tirough this link in relation to the Wfic to be generated by Gateway
1-270 Offim Park approvals plus any other approved development
projects that place traffic through tiis link.

Dedication and Construction of A-305 red-County Hi@way)

A-305 ~d-County Highway) must be dedi=ted to a rightaf-way of 80 fet’md
mnsmcted as a two lane, open section artend to replace Piedmont Road ud=s the
scope of improvements are reduced at preliminary plan. Along hat portion of A-305
nm Stingtown Road, the rquird dedi=tion shafl be 40 feet from the current center
fie of Piedmont Road (along Hennigan, Purdum et d) which wi~ allow for
constrssction of A-305 to Stingtown Road at its current lmtion. If the right-f-way
is not available at the time of record plat for that portion of the property along this
section, the applimt shall dedimte the full 80 feet along tils wrtion of A-305.
Cons~ction will not be nwessary untif consmction of single famdy dehched units
within tie existing right+f-way for Pidmont Road has sW.

Dedication and Cossstmction of A-260 (Sttigtown Road)

K a participation agreement is determined nec=sary at prefiminq plm, but does not
occur before the n-sary acwss points to the commercial area or part of the
residential aea from A-2@ are n~ed, then the foilowing improvement to existig
Strisrgtown Road must be completd to increase safety as rquired by MCD~. For
safety purpom, the improvements at pubtic smeets A and H include 25@300 fet of
bypass ~vel lanes at =ch acuss point. me right~f-way for A-2~ (Stigtowrt
Road) will be lmted ou~ide of the Historic District with a ~sition to the center
tie of tie existing roadway north of tie crossing of Lltfle Senm Creek.
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5. Environmen@l hprovemen~ Wfom Approval of tie Pretiary Phn

Submit for review before the Planting ~~d hang on the prelimhary plan the
fo~owing:

a. Concept plan for the proposed ~~ fac~lti= ad roads near or in stream
buffer, ad associati gradkg, wth hdi~tion of where tree planting is
permitted.

b. A staging pla for SW with tie extent of each propod phase of
development and tie order in which hey W be built. ~s shti be submitted

ss - of tie fist si~ Pl~, ~d should cover tie en~ SiE.

c. A preliminary for=t conservation plan addressing priority for plandng in the
Litie Sen- watershti. As site phs for each portion of the site that abut
afforestation ar- are subtiti, detild affor~btion plans for tiat section
w be provided. Wlti =ch area of development, plandng SW occur as
aly as practidle given land development activity constraints in accordance
with Iogid staging concepts. Forestation quirements will be satisfied fit
in Litie Senti bmin on-site, hen in tie Lhtie Wnnett basin on-site, tien in
srrm buffer areas in ‘Lltde Sen= off-site if the land is made available, and
if a good faiti effort to -ge such land availability fails, then elsewhere on
tie site.

d. Applicant shti meet d rquiremen~ for preliminq water qdty pb
submission md approval, per Chapter 19, Ardcle V - “Water Qdw Review
in Special Protition Arm” @reposed monitoring plan may be submiti as
part of tie review of tie site pla). hrion of units, roads, ad other layout
concerns will be subject to the find water quality regulations.

6. Environmental bprovemenfi
,

a. ~mti disturbmu in the S- buffer except for road crossings,
unavoidable uflltiti, SW locations adjoining the town writer reti - and
greenway road, soft surface patiways, and memorial elements.

b. As part of tie prelimin~ plan, provide an ar= witiin tie applimt’s
stormwater management facilities for storrnwater management for tie schml
site .

4
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7. ParWSchoOl

me propsd layout of the par~sch~l site is genedly accepable. At the
preliminary pl~, the find ancept plan and related terms and conditions WW be
firrdti in coordination Xti the Park Depmment md Montgomery Coun~ Pubhc
Schools. .

8. Hfioric Preservation

hcorporatc the following items into the project plan before review of the site plan for
tils area:

a. Minimim tie width of both the right-of-way and paving (50 feet of ROW ad
24-26 feet of paving, subject to approval by MCDOn for Rtigrave Plaa
.~ain Swet) locatd within tie Historic Distict.

b. Provideacc=s =merrts, if applicable, to future pubhc sewer at the
intersections of A-260 (Stingtown Road) and Redgrave Place Wain Street)
witi MD 355 (Old Frederick Road).

c. Provide a small open space along the northern edge of the greenway next to
Rdgrave Place @tin Str=t) with an interpretive memorial element for the
family of John Clark that incorporates tie existing grave mukers.

d. If the ROW is available, construct Main Street to MD 355 within the Historic
Distict prior to completion of Singe 3. At such time when the land is made
available, share dirat moving expenses only for relating an existing house
within the Historic Distict, md if the applicant and property owner agree,
make available the identified ouflot to be merged with a portion of the adjacent
parcel so M to create another lot.

9. CompatibWty with fiisting Church and Adjacent R=idenc= Within the Historic
Dkrict

kcr- the setback of tie proposed pubhc ‘s-t l-ted next to the church witi the
Historic District to 30 f=t and provide screening for the existing cemetev. Relocate
the tot lot away from the existing church, and maintain tie c = open space to
provide a poterrtid Errkage to the church. me sin of lots and setbacks of tie
proposed development must match, approximately, tie development standards in the

R-200 fine for building setbacks and width of lots along tie Souti-tem boundary
of the site within the Historic District. Revise the Iarrd=pe PM to inc- visibfity
to the church. Provide m mement for a pedmtrian connection to the church for the
proposed, adjacent street.

5
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10. Revise tie hyout of Streets

hcorporatcthefo~o%g items into the site plansfor~ch Shgeofdevelopment:

a. Improvements to the Town Square - her= tie she of tie Town Square by
u~ig a loop concept as shown on the revised dratig to reduce mnficts
witi eastiwest traffic andtoimprove #estian acc~s.

b. Relmte A-2@ (Stringmm Road) in accordance with tie revised tignment
diagram to reduce tie impact on adjamnt miden~. Reduce the number of
access stieets to A-2W from the M= of tie etisdng tigle My detached
utits (5) on the north side of Stingtown Road to m=t the design stidards for
arterial roads.

c. ~minate the access to the proposed elemen~ school from ~ 121 &d
provide access from the G=nway Road.

d. Revise tie access to A-305 wld-County Highway) to sallow a direct
connection from Burnt HL1lRoad to the GreenwaY Road, and improve tie
access to the single family detached units by utififing private drives adjacent to
A-305. –

Me present str=t system shown in tie proj=t plan requires waivers of etisting
standards. me appficant and stif have met with MCDOT to discuss the waivers.
M waivers must receive fm~ approval from MCDOT before approv~ of the site
plan.

11. Staging of Amenities

All amenities shown within each stage of development must be completed witiln that
stage of development. The concept d=ign for the greenway, the schooVpark, and
other large play fields, must be completed before approval of tie first site pkm:

Construction of the amenities within the greenway must be fiafti before tie
completion of Stage 3.

The following items must be inco~mted into tie site plans:

a. Street tr-, high quality strmt lights, sidewdk paving ~, and street
furniture as @of the design for the streetipe of roads, the Town Square,
artd the neighbored squaru.



. . .

b. kcrd kdscaping isr the commerci~ parting area.

c. hdwping fortiebufferarm adjacentto~ arterialroads.

d. Scr~ningfortheexistinghomes within the fistoric District,

e. bdsmping fordl storrnwater m~agement areas.

13. Ma@tenance

Maintenance of the priva~ recreation ar=, stormwater maagement facfiitia,
appfimble own Spare, md other arneniti= on private lmd must be maintained by ~
appropriate homeowners association. Mfore approval of the frrst building permit,
submit a mainterranu document hat establishes a ovdl organbtion tiat
estitishes responsibibty for maintenarrm of these factiiti=.

14. Additional Access to A-2~ (Stringtown Road) and A-27 (Ckrkburg Road)

Provide for M additiond connection from Rdgmve Place Wain Street) to the
boundary of the historic district to permit a future connection to A-2@ (Stringtown
Road). Conn&t tie private street that lads to the Town Square to A-27 (Chhburg
Road) witi approval from the Planning Ward and MCDOT providd tiis private
sm~t remains priva~.

As P of the review of the project plan, the Plmning Ward approval three waivers. The
first waiver allows the use of C1OA smtion streets (curb and gutter) in Special protection
arm instad of open section s~eets. Closed section streets were approved b-use the high
density of tie development and the mix of commercird md residentird uses are not
appropriate for the use of open section streets. The project plm includes s~id storrnwater
infiltration measurs for the streets instead of the use of open wrion streeu. The
Clarkburg Master Pla mticipated the use of closd section strets in tie town center area.

The -hd waiver concerns tie use of on-street parting; Waivers to U* some on-street
partig to reduce the requirement for off-str=t parting were approved subject to find
review by the Planning Wd at @e site plan hearings.

me Plantig mud dso approved a third waiver to rduce xtback along tie streets and
boundary fin= as prmitted in the ~ning Ordinance if.dmignated in a m=ter ph. Th=
redu~ setbach wtil allow buildings to be oriented to s~=ts to encourage tie use of
side- and genedly improve the @estian environment. The Clarbburg Master Ph
dso anticipated tie reduction in setback to foster the creation of a @estrian oriented town.

7
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Mt Ara NA 201.34 acr~ w-2)
NA ~~ 68.82 a= ~~

.
270. 16am toti

Minimum Green Area or OuEide Amenity h:
a. Within Commercjd Area 15% (2.19 at.) 28% (4.06 at.)
b. WLthin R6identid Ar~ 50% (93.37 at.) 53% (99.47 at.)
c. Wltiin RDT ~ NA ~.72 Acres

Densi~ of Development Shown in tie Master Pti:
‘Re@ ‘

:. office
c. Civic Use (not including

“elemen~ school)
d. Raidentid

MPDU’S

Mtimum Gross ~ble
@on-R=identid) Flmr Ar~

Setbacks:
a. From One-Family titig

: Commercial Bldgs.
Raidentid Bldgs.

b. From Any Street*

Commercial Bldgs.
R~identid B1dgs.

Building Height:
Commercial

; Residentid

Parking SPm:
Off-smeet

:: On-s-t

150,W q. ft. 150,000 q.fi
770,m q. ft. loo,m q. ft.
NA 24,000 q. ft.

1380 du (5-7 du/ac) 1300 du (6.6 du/ac)

12.5 % 12.5%

m,m q. ft. 250,000 ~.ft.
(0.5 FAR) (0.39 FAR)

100 ft. 300 ft. min
50 ft. 50 ft. mint

NA O ft. min.
NA 10 ft. min.

4 stories 4 stories (50 ft.)
4 Storia 4 stories (45 ft.)

2910 2910
NA 596**

NOW: * No minimum setback is ~uired if h accordant witi an approved master
plan.

** Off-str&t parking is n~~ to provide street oriented bufidings. A waiver
from the on-s=t parking requirements is n~ed ~tiin some of the
townhouw and multi-family a=.
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me Scback of residential bufidmgs next to tie Cl=ksburg ~storic District must be mti~ ‘\,

to have a minimum setback of 50 feet.

2. Cotiorms to the Cbrkburg Mtier p~n and Hyamom special Study -

The Plmning -d finds tit Project Plan W-94W, as wnfltioned, is in
conformance witi tie Approved and A@Optd Clarbburg Master pti and Hyatrstow
Special Study Ar=. The tid use, circulation, and urban d=ign objectives d-bed
in tie Master Plan have b=n met by tie Clarhburg Town Center. The mix of
dweltig units conforms to the guidelirr= in the master pla as summti in the
fouowing chart:

MasterPlan Proposed
UnitTW Guidelines Density Rnge

a. Single farnify detached unirs 1020 % 13&260 Units
b. Single ftily attached and

townhouses 30-50 % 39@650 Units
c. Multi-family units 25-45 % 325-585 Utits

3. Compatib.tity with the Neighborhood

The Plmning Wad finds that the project plan, ss condition, W be compatible
with the existing and potential development in the gened neighborhood because of its
location, size, intensity, staging, and operational characteristics.

4. Wffl Not Overburden fiMing or Proposed Pubtic Se~ic6

The PlanningMad finds that the proposed development, subject to its comphance of
My .rquirements imposd by tie prelimin~ plan will not overburden existing pubfic
services nor those progmmd for availability, concurrerrtiy with ~ch stage of
development. Since approval of the project plm dw not determine authotitioh or
prevent other developmen~ from proceeding, the Planning ~ard approv= the proj=t
plan with the unders~ding hat finrd arstiotition is dependent on the fid~mg that
Chksburg Town Center wUI not pr~lude development of tie Germantown Ton
Center.

5. h More Efficient and Des.mble than the Standard Method of Development

me Planning Mard finds hat tie propod project, = mnditioned, wi~ be more
efficient tid daimble than the standard methti of development. This optiomd
metiod proj=t consis~ of a mix of us which are r-remended in the Master ‘Pti.
n= uses are not Frmittd under tie s~d~d metid of development;

The amenities and facilities provided as part of the optional method of development
fosters the creation of a transit and @estrian oriental town surroundd by open
spau. The green way network of amenities provides a major own feature. The town
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w-, and tie neighhrhood W- provide ameniti= within the entire
devdopment. me streew systim pmtid= a ~mphmsive Syskm in tidition to
the minimum ddgn smWS. ne ~tion~ facfiti= pmtide smw open pky
areas for the ld neighborhood ,m~ large fields for the endre p-g - fiat
=- tie minimum stantids. ne orientation of bufltigs m s-ts and the layout
of blwk provide a peal- orientation for tie tow inter.

6. bdud= Moderately-fiud Dw_ Urdts

11

me appfimtion includa moderately-pri~ dw~g units.
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~:gD:F{::Ma~landhpaflmentofTmnspb
State High way Administrate/

&VelOpMent Review Division AdfiniSmbr

December8,1997

Mr. Marc Me=ott ., ~: MontgomeryCounty

MK. Enterprisekcorporated MD355at~ 121

2900Linden Lane Clarksburg Tow Center

Suite 200 Ffie No. 8-98001

Stiver Spring, Marylad 20910 me Post 23.07

Dear Mr. Mess~o~:

W you for your si@t distance pro~e PINfor~ ~55 at StigtoWO Road, which we
received on November 12th.

We have completedourfieldinvestigationandreviewoftheprofle.Theprofileindicates
tieabsoluteminimumstopping sight distance of 325’.

When andysisiig a new interseetio% our 05ce typicdy uses intersection sight distance,
not stopping sight distance. intersection sight distmce for a passenger vehicle, astig a 40
~H design speed is 410’. -urn intersection sight distmce for sier~e unit trucks and tractor
~~ers is much higher ran@g between 530’-71,0’.,

Stice tis intersection is master plmed to be relocated MD 121 operatig as a four
legged titersectio% State Highway Adtistration (SHA) feels that we should achieve a desirable
sight distance as opposed to tium sight distance.

By copy oftbis letter, we are requesting that the planning board condition the appficant to
reduce the over veficd to provide desirable sight distmce.

This 05ce is weu aware of the cost associated titi this reconmtendatio~ however, safe
and efficient access is our rnaio objective.

Uyou have any questions, please contact @eg Cooke at 410-545-5595.

Very ttiy yours,

Ronald Burns, Chief
Engineering Access Permits Division

W/eu

MyIelephonenumkrk

M~land Relay Sewice for Impaired Heting or Speech
1-800-735.25S Statewide Toll Free



Mr. tic M-OR
Page Two
December 8, 1997

cc: M. JosephDati;
W. Wes @cken
W. Majd SWb
Mr.CtifieWatis
W. Ron WAe
Mr.Wp Wti
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Doug= Iv. Duncan Roben C. Hubbard

COrmty =ecz(fiue Director
Janua~’ 15, 1998

Mr. MaA A. Mezanoffe, P.E.
WK Enterprises
2900 Linden Lane, Suite #200
Siber Spring, MD 20910

Re: StormWater Management CONCEPT/Final
Water Oua//fy P/an for Clatibu~ Town
Center (Phase I parts A & B: Ch* below for
exact area bmh.)
Preliminary Plan * 1-95042
Site Plan #: 8-98001
Tmct SzeZone: 269.13 AtiRMX-2
Total Concept Area: 120 Ac
Tax Plate: EW
Parcel: 2
tiber/Foho: 67T618?6, 8a25~5
Montg, Co. Grid: 09-C, D, E-3, 4
Watershed: Lmle Sen- Creak

CLARKSBURG SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA

Dear Mr. Mezanotte:

Based on a review of your submission, the FINAL WATER QUALIV PLAN (FOWP) including
the Stormwater Management Concept for the above mentioned project is condtilonally approved.

Site Description: ClaKburg Town Center PHASE 1is wifNn the drainage basin to Lmle Seneca
Creek The site is bordered on the north by Clatiburg Road, on the east by A-305 (Piedmont Road),
on the south by Stringtown Road, and on the west by the Clatiburg Historic District (Fredertti Road).
Phase I is approximately one-hati (120 acres) of the total proj~ area approved by Preliminary Plan
and Prehminary Water Qualfiy Plan.

Limits of App rOVal: ~s approval letter is for Phases I A and I B, which are both residential.

Thii approval also includes ROUGH GRADING ONLY for the 13 acre mmmercial area. These areas
are cleafly defind in the Hnal Water Quality Plan (FWQP). The following roadway timfis and sections
are also approved.

1. Clatibuq Road.~s approved as a three lane closed section roadway fmm the high
point ,at proposed station 9+20 to station 19+70.

2. Clatiburg RoadFrederick Road (MD-355) Intersection is approved for mnstmcfion of
a 400 feet right-turn lane, with 150 foot taper ba~ to existing road edge.

NOTE: Because some of the required wok is mrnplete, the actual new impervious

area is Iimfied to 3700 square feet. However, water qual~ and quantity must be
provided in Phase II of the pmjecf, when the remainder of the intemecdon is upa~d~
aurding to MDSHA requirements.



: A-ZSI ~- Road is epprovd as a two fans ~ -Ion roatiay from
>—de ;-:0 (MD Rowe 355) 10stadon 1%21 Graamvay Road (Streef ~.

-: .lJ SOtin WOKand dS@n for the matin~ tiannel will@ based on
~ns omained from the average of WO or more cro=--ns t*en
fmm ,KOEP tieren~ reac%. edher - upstream Nor, imtiateiy
fi~am of the damagd area. The cesgn md wti in the eastern and
.s,em ti~ties will k based on the Hal ra~ase rata’s) from the
x.m~mr ,magemeti stmmra(s! wti;n eah suhatershed.

q~:: ‘-s irwd~ the Pond W banel desgn.
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Marfr A. Mezanoffe
Janua~ 15, 1998
Page 3

8. In a-rdance with the submtied Dam Breach, the Pond W embahkwnt (wffh
culvefls) must be constructed, wthout the mnlrol riser, until Ihe Strin@own Road
stream crossing is u~graded. .

.

9. Pond #2 must be complete and functioning PRIOR TO the issuanm of the buildng
permit for the 200th DWELLING UNIT located on the west side of the site. A sfie plan
showing the exact units to be built with a letter detailing the legal description of each
unit, must be submined with the original Sediment Control Plan.

10. Provide pre-treatment for sand tiffers #8 and #l 5.

NOTE: This must b a grit =Icting devia placed outside of fhe nght~f-way.

11. All sediment traps and basins, which are to be converted to water qual~ strudums,
will be mnvefled immediately following the stabilization of their drainage area.

Please note that this approval does not pertain to any roadway improvements identified as
being a part of Phase II, including the following:

1. Stringfown Road from station 15+21 to station 33+50.

2. Clarksburg Road From station 0+00 (Frederick Road) to 9+20 and fmm station 19+70
to the intersection with A-305 (Piedmont Road).

3. The entire length of A-305 (Piedmnt Road) From Stringfown Road to Clatiburg
Road.

NOTE: Although A-305 (Piedmont Road) from station 0+00 at the (A-260) Stringfown
Road intersedion 10 station 22+00, appears to have adequate stomater managemnt
provided in Phase I structures; this mad is excluded from ttis approval due to
unresotied roadway design and wnstrucfion issues.

Also, for your intimation, prior to Phase II approvalthe bankfullfloweventat MCDEPS stream
mss-secfion downstreamof StringfownRoad, must be vetid as being unhanged tmm the existing
mndtion to the develo@ condtion. Should MCDPS or MCDEP detemsine that there is an increase or
decrease in the bankfull stem volume, velocity, frequency, or duration, the Phase fl final Water QUafii
Plan must be adjustedto wrrecf that change.

Any divergence from the information provided to this otice; or additional information recetied
during the development process; or a change in an apphcable &wttie Regulation may consttiute
grounds to reevaluate the site for additional or amended stormwater management requirements. [f
there are subsequent additions or mditications to the development, a separate mncept request shall
be required.

Myou have any questions regarding these actions, please feel free to @ntacf ~chad Gee of
my staff at (301)217-~12.

Sincerely, /

Ypzu~ &
Richard R. Brush, Section Manager
Water Resources Section
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M. ~ckrd C. Hatiomq Ckef
T~ortahon Pl=ing Ditisims
= wbd-Natiod -id
Park& Pltig Cnmrnisaion
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w. Site PIan No. 8-9800i
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M. Rchssd C. Hawtimc
Sik PM No. 8-98001
Jmq 14, 1998

page*

lt should be noted that ~em ~ Iocatim titiin the penhg Plm whine *ditional right of my
m~or =ementz may ba rr==sq to wOride space for public assrmities.~dtil, etc. Psior to
ap~oml of tie word plas by k @*ret of Ptitting Sticsa, tic apphcmt will need to
d~-ine the rqtisite - ad -t* e=aak m the a~~te phta.

v. StigtomRo8d(A-2dO)

This rd-y shodd & c~kd witi the ~ plaed mc hmti -ty (120) foot
w.desightof Way.& addititi Whc bv-ts bsamt ti k n~ -w

public amenities fall outzide of dsc public n@t of WY, This ~cnt W need to txtcnd Wo
(2) feet bcyossdtit =tity w“than ovmla~ng Mlic Utilitifi ~mmt titiddso
additionalM (10)feet.
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Mr. Richasd c. Wtiorne
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v.

w.

Stiflow Road (A-2do) (conL) “

p. A
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DEP_’~ENT OF PERVI~NG SERWCES

Dougti .~.Duncan
Counphemrive

Janu”q 15, 1998

P.02

Robcrr C. Hubbad
Dimrtor

Wyrrrrw-
Development Review Di%lon
MarylandNatiorrd Capital Park
& Planning Corrtmisaion

a7a7 Geor@aAvenue
SflverSprirr~ M~land 20910

M: Site Plan #8-98001
ClarksburgTOM Center-Phase1

Da Wyrm:

These commerstson the CbrrksburgTOM Centersi!eplan supereede my memo to you of
Septem~er 8, 1997 and shouldbe Comidffd ~ complement ~th the comments from tie
Department of PubhcWorks and T-potion @PW&n conttied in John Clark’sletter of
lanusry 14, 199a to Mr. Richard Hawthorne.

me appficarttdl be rmporrsibiefor constructing public improvements per the DPW&T
approd cross salon titbin one hrdf (4Of=) of tie aOfoot n@t of way adjacertt to tie TOM

Center pro- (Sm *2O to Sm. 1W70). Clsrksburg Road wi~ transition hm an xti~
~~ent back to a symmetrid tigmtrent horn Street L to Street K (tie GreertwayRoad). The
8 foot bikepath mosses to the north side of ClarksburgRoad at the Greenway Road. Therefir%
a 5 foot sidewti dl be provided adja- to the Town Center from tie soti- comer of the
Gmerrmy Road to Sta IX70. NOadtio~ uissy Imes ~ be ~ti Note A 150 foot
long soutbbomsd left turn~orage tie at tbe Greenway Road must be under permit ~d
bond before approval of pbxe ~ bu~ding permits (~g. the entire 38 foot roadway seetion
must be completed).

The ehsmreting iglandson the Greenway Road end on L Smeet at @ksburg Road as
sbo~ in the ldy 1997 PISOSmust be co-tied es pm of Phase L We W work with you and
tie ~ppfi-t dtig the storm dmisrand patig desi@permit proecss to rrsairtti tie int~ty of
tie hedgerow southof L Street on ClarksburgRoad.



an-15-9s 12:1OP
.,

Page 2- Wynn Wtttharrs - Clarksburg Tm Center-PhaseI

Stirs~town Road

The apphcarrt ti be responsible for con~.mding public improvementsper the DPW&T
approved cress sections %tti one hdf (52.5 feet) of the 105 foot right of way between ~ 355
and the ~eerrway Road and tidrin one MF (6Ofeet) of the 120 foot right of way be~eerr
Sta 33 +50 to the Md-County Arttid (A-305), including the tike pa~ which till need to he
partially locatedouttidethe n@t of way in a Pubhc bprovenrents Easement. Three
~pmvemen~ ~11 ~clude tie medlasrcurb and gutter. No additiorrd atiary lanes till be
required in either section.

The medti Nand on Street C at Sfi@ow Road as show in the JdY 1997plm d be
reqtied, however, the right turn chmne~~tion on Smeet H wiu notberequired under
Ptie I.

Note: A detailed plan addresskg the need for a tarn-around provkion and
dtieway access to ~ the etiting propemi= along the portion of Stigto- Road to be
“cut or w~ be neewsary undm Phase U This “old” pordon of Stringto- Road fi
pmbab~ be retained as a public street Its isstemection *tb Street D shonld be shifted
no~ward to amtes “T” intemection with the Street D loop.

Mid-Courrw Artetil

No improvements to Md-County kerird WI be required underPhase I. W Street d
not be connected to tigting Pledmonr Road under Ph= I. Howwer, prior to approti of the
record pla@ the appficant must prepare a concept plan Aoti how the DPW&T approved eros
seedon and pubhc meties W be aecommotied tithin therigh!ofwayandanynmssary
PuhUchpmvement -eenent. We Mu dso need to see a concept plan sho~ how a median at
the kter~on withStringtownRoadtilbeaccommodated=d itsrdationstiptothernetion
thesouthtideoftheintersecdonoffiwe Md<nunty Highway.

T&c C ~rd. ~ b order to promote a safe peal- entirrrnent and ~ slow
tic gpeeds within the Tow Center, we W r@re a ~es of trtic ting m=sura. Th=e
include nwkdom around the TOW Square m (no medii i-) and raised pedfi
cmaskgs * Ado- on the &ccnwy Road at Stret 0 and at tbe fitum main cntmsrmto
* sbopp.~ center, on Street O behind * Church and on Street Cat the peda pah
crnsfig. tiditiod&, the irrtcrsecdonof the Or-way Road and Main Street ti be miaed to
errrphabe tils titerseedon as a pedtisrrr hub. We tiU work whh you and the appticant dtig
the storm drti and pating deti~pemrit process to “fi*tunen the designof these tic tig
fatures.
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Page 3- Wpn W[tthans - Clsrk9burgTown Center - Pke I

Radius Curb Return*litimtionof~dt OfWav TrurrcadoEWe haveendorsedtheuse
ofIsfootwfi return radii and the eiitimtion Ofridt of way rrun=tions u tie mjority of
intersections titbin the TOW Centm as shown in:!heJuly 1997 Pl~s. There maybe sfight
ad@ents to some curb returns to acco~odare the tr~c miming f=tures as these are
worked out in find detail.

Mtin Street &eenwav Cr Kossin : We do not support a waiver of the vertical sag
rqukement at the &eenway CrotiW. The priw roadway stso~ must be htained.

SWcid PavementTratment;We donotsupporttheuseofsptidpavemmt&eatments
eitherin the form of brick or o~= pavers or pavernerrt colorin~teg on the pubtic streets.
At this time, DPW&T d~s not have the rewurcs to mtintsin such traents and we do not
bdleve it is appropriate to r~uire pfiate orgaons to condua tin!emce Ah tie street
it*f.

TruckAccess-Sho~rnn~Center: Truck loading det~ and a eircrdatrnn ph which
separates truck access from the residential usssand amommodat= tie appropriate sised
vebides WMbe rquired when the sbopptig center is under site plan review.

Trafic Simal Conduit

Tr&c tignd conduit will be re@red along CkrrksburgRoad, Stigto~ Road and Md-
County Merid (future). The sppficsmt~ be respotible for tihng this conduit m pm of the
pubtic improvements in the right of way for those portions of roadway to be construed under
Pk I now (and Phase H in tbe fiture). We ertvisimrthat the foKotig tiersections til be
dtimat~ si-

- ~ 355 andStingtown Road
- ~ 355 and Clarksburg Road (mrrmt3y si&ed)
- StigtoW Road md the Geenway had
- Stringtown Road and MdXounty W*yMld<ounry Art&
- Cbksburg Road and the Gemm Road
- Ckksburg Road and Md<ounty Arterial

The appfimrst_ mnsaet the Mvision of Tfic andParhg S*= for desi~ Iomtion and
otier s~cadon detis for the roby sod htersdon mndtit needed along and across those
potions of roadway to be mrrstructed under Pbsse L
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Page 4- Wymr Witians - Clarksburg Town Center - Pbe I

I look fomard to wortirig firther ~~ YOU,the appficant md the “Dwdopment Retiew
T_t’uti projmtprogress~. P1-edlme (301-217-2088)ifyouhave arryqu*’onsor
need cltiAon of our comments.

Sincerely,

Sarah R Navid, T~c En@eer
Ditision of M Devdopment SeM.ces
Dqmment of Petitig SeMc=

m Stevrn M. Webanoff - ~arksburg Lfited Pafierstip
Marc Mmotte -~ Enterpfisa
Steven Z. ~ - tiowes & Blotier
Stan Wong - M~PS - Wd Devdopment SeMces
Wchard Ge - M~PS - Water Rmurces
Smtt Wainwright - MCDPW&T Tfic & Par@ Setiw
JobrrThompson - M~PW&T Mghway Setices
Geg Gek - MCDPW&T 05= of Project Daelopmerrt

P.05
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January14, 1998

TO: Wynn Wltthrms, Planner

DevelopmentReviewDivi~

m uRodd C.Weke,Coor. to
T~portationPlanning

smECT: Clarkburg Town CenterlA-lBSitePlan8-98001

———- -—

~s memorandumrepresentsT~ortation Planning@s reviewofthewbjedsiteplm.
~s siteplanconsistsof768residentialuni@:75single-fdydetached295townhouses,and398
mtiti-fdytits.Thisis tie M TOW Centerdevelopment to be considd for site plan approval
by tie Pltig Board and includes some new concepts in neo-~ditioti neighborhood tic
planning e.g., sder curb radii, coundng on--t pmtig to parti~y meet code requirements, ad
tic -g me-es to e~ance pedestrian safety and controI vehcle speeds.

Based on ow review of tie _ofition-related conditions required for approvrds of tie
project plan md pretiary plan of the Clarkburg TOW Center, and in accordmce with the
requirements of tie Maryland State Mghway Administration (SW), tie County Department of
Pubfic Work and Transportation @P~, and the County Department of Permitting Services
@PS), stirecomrnends the following roadway hprovements as conditions of approval for the
proposed site pin.

me foffotig three roadway improvements are required m condtions of approvsJ to satis&
the previoirsly assessed APFO retiew ad the phasing requirements:

1



,.

1.

2.

3.

Reconstmctionofthesouthboundright-~ l~e alongFrederickRoad@ 355)at
Clarksburg Road(A-27)toprovidea“freeflowing”movementafterthe44tibuilding
permit.

Constructionofthenorthernh~f of.S~gOWO Road (A-260)fromFrederickRoad
@ 355)toGreenwayRoad (.thesouthernaccessroadoftbecommercialsite),
constructionofGreenWayRoadbeweenA-260andMti Street@-5),andconstruction
ofP-5acrossthestreamvalleyintotheresidentialareanofiofrhestreamvalleyafter
the400tibuildingpermit.

Conswctionofa nortbboudright-~ lanesdongFrederickRoad @ 355)at
StigtownRoad(A-260)tierthe400thbtitigpeat. As apartofWs corrstiction,
tieappficarrtmustparticipateina roadwayimprovementprojecttoreducetheover
verticrdcurvethatcurrenfly.ltiu Sightdist~ceon no~bormd FrederickRoad
@ 355)approacbgStringtomRoadsoastoprovidesightdistanceacceptabletotie
MarylandStateHighwayAdministration(SHA).

Thefollowingfourroadwayimprovemenfiarerecommendedasconditionsofapprovalto
addresstransportationissuesassociatedwiththesubjectsiteplan.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Corrstmction of Greenway Road be~een Main Street @-5) and Clarksburg Road (A-27)
to provide site access.

Reconstruction of tie southern hti of Clarksburg Road (A-27) between Frederick Road
@ 355) and Greenway Road in accord=ce with tie description as provided in this
memorandum for site access.

Reconstruction of StriOgtoWCS Road (A-260) to provide deceleration lanes per
DP~~PS requirements at dl intersecting roadways, consistent witi tie dtimate
lomtion of Stigtown Road (A-260) between Greenway Road and Mdcounty Arterial
(A-305) for site access.

Provision of tic cakning me=ures; e.g., 15-foot curb radii, intersection chokers,
raised cros-, witi the intcmd streets in accordance with DPW md DPS design
requirements.

Discussion of Transss ortation Review

Descriptions of Roadways

me apphcantmustconstructtheroadwaysinaccordancetitbtiefollotigdescriptionsof
eachroadway:

1. Clarksburg Road (A-2~ SW be a three-line, 38-foot wide closed sectionroadway witi
a sk-foot ClSSs I bikepath on tie souti side and a sidewti on the nofi side, offset
within an 80-foot right-of-way between Frederick Road @ 355) and Street “W,



. .

Witiotig to a syrrrrneticd section berweenStreet“M’ andGreenwayRoadsoaSto
presemeanetistinghedgerow.ClarksburgRoad shalltapertoa 32-foot-wide,oPen

sectionroadwaywithfour-footshedders~ti ~ 80-footright-of-waybetween
GreenwayRoadandMidCountyArterial(A-305).

2. Stigtowrr Road (A-260) between Frederick Road@ 355) and Greenway Road shall
beafour-lanedividedclosedsectionroadwaywithtwo26-foottravelways,a20-foot
median,aClassIbikepathontienofiside,andasidewdkonthesouthside witi a
1IO-foot right-of-way.The reducedright-of-wayof110feetisinrecogrdtionofthe
PlanningBoasd’sProjectPlanrequirementtolocatetieright-of-wayforStigtoW
RoadoutsideoftheClarksburgHistoricDistrictandthesti agreementtolocatetie
northernedgeoftheright-of-wayaminimum of20 feetfrom the edge of the etisting
historic house. Stigtowrs Roadshallbeafour-lanedividedhybridsectionroadwaywiti
two24-foottravellanes,four-footpavedshoulders,a 20-footmedianwiticurband
gutter,a Class1bikepathonthenorthsideanda sidew~ onthesouthsidewiti a
120-footright-of-wayberweenGreenway Road and Midcounty Arterisd.

3. Midcounty Merid (A-305) sW1 be a two-lue, 32-foot open section roadway with four-
foot shedders md a Cl=s I bikepath on the west side tithin an 80-foot right-of-way
between C1arksburg Road (A-2~arrd Strirsgtowrr Road.

4. Greenway Road shall be a two-lane closed section roadway with a Class I bikeway on
the east side, and a sidew~ on the west side; 28 feet tide with partig on the east side
between Stringtown Road (A-260) and Main Street F-5), arrd36 feet tide with p~king
on both sides be~een Main Street F-5) ~d Clarksburg Road (A-27).

Discussion on MaryIand State Highway Administration’s Concern

k order to provide a desirable sight distance on Frederick Road@ 355) at Stringtow
Road (A-260), the Maryland State Highway Administration recommended reduction of tbe over
v~d curve along nortbhund Frederick Road @ 355) h connection with the mbject site pla
Since the appticant is required to provide a northbomd right-turn lane at tis interaectio~ @
considers that these two irnprovemenfi shordd be coordinated. The improvement to reduce tie
vertical cme shodd be avdable as a participation project at tbe time of the 400th balding permit.

Accommodation of On-Street Bicycles

DPW has expressed a desire to make d roadways in Montgomery County “bicycle
fiendy;’ i.e., that on-street bicycle activi~ is both available md safe for cycbsts who choose to ride
b the roadway. DPm cites tbe Biucle ondPedestiiarr Plurrrrin#Design @idelines for Mqlorrdk
Traqorfti’on Projects published by the Maryland Dep~ent of Transportation% State M@way
A~tion. This issue was raised ~er *e Development Review Committee had reviewed tie
site pl~ but tie concept is not consistent with our Miner Plan of Bikeways tit is to be presented
to the P&g Board soon. The idea dso is con- to tie Special Protection Area (SPA) status of
the Clarksburg Town Center that requires that impervious surfaces be kept to a hum to preserve
tie qtiity of sbearns in the area.



●

Given the arterial status of StigtOm Road (A-260), staff h= agreed with DP~ that on-

street bicycles shodd be accommodated ~ addition to the mwer-pl~ed CISSSI off-fieet bikeway.

Clarksburg Road (A-27), ~tiough cl=sified ss an merial is expected to function more as
a co~ector meet. We have reached a compromise solution between Ms to provideawiderroadway
(38feetvs.36feet)toaccommobteon-skeetbicycles,buttoprotideanarroweroff-streetbkepath

(6feetvs.8 feet)soastomaintainthesameamountofpavement.

Staffofourtwoagencieshavereacheda~eernentregardingtheultimatecrosssectionfor
Mdcomty tierid(A-305):awo-l~ecrosssection(32feet)thatincludestwo12-footrevelImes
andfour-footpavedshedders.

Roadway ImprovementsasConditionsofApprovalforProjectPlan,PreliminaryPlan,and
PhasingRequirements

The followingroadwayirnprovemen@werethoserequiredintheProjectPlanofthe
ClarksburgTown Centec

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Reco@ction ofthesoudrboundright-~ lanealongFrederickRoad@ 355)at
ClarksburgRoad(A-27)toprovidea“freeflowing”movement.

Construction of eastbound ruralwestbound left-turn lanes along Clarksburg Road (A-27)
at Frederick Road ~ 355).

Construction of a northbound right-turn lane along Frederick Road ~ 355) at
Stringtown Road (A-260).

RestiphgeastbomdComusRoadtoprovideanexclusiveleft-turnlaneatFrederick
Road @ 355).

ProvidingsafetyimprovementalongStigtoW Road(A-260)perconditionsofProject
Plm Approval.

Participation h tie Gteway 1-270 Office Park road improvements – widening Clarka-
burg Road (A-2T to fow lanes between 1-270 nofibotmd off-ramp and the entice to
the Gateway 1-270 Office Park.

~ese were motied at Pretiq Plao to include the follotig APFO requirements. me
fo~owing phasing requirements are conditioned upon iss~ce of building permits for tie preti-
nary plw

1. me fist 44 dweuing units titiout any off-site improvements.

2. After tie 44ti building pemri~ tie developer must start reco~ction of the South-
bound right-~ lane along Frederick Road @ 355) at Clarksburg Road (A-2~ to
provide a “free flowing” movemen~

4



3. Mer the 400th buildingpermit,thedeveloperhastwooptions:

a) Cons~ctionofStringtOMRoad (A-260)born Frederick Road @ 355) to tie
soutiem access road of tie commercial site (comrrrercid access road be~een A-260
and Main Street @-S) and cons~ction of P-5 across the sbem v~ey into tie
residential area north of strew v,dley, or

b) ConstructionofSfiQOm Road (A-260)fromFrederickRoad @ 355)tothe
northernaccessroadoftheresidential development,

Constructionofanofiboundright-turnlanealongFrederickRoad @ 355)at
StrirrgtowRoad(A-260)shoddbeincludedtithisphme witheitheroption.

4. Mer the 80~ building permit,thedevelopermuststartcons~ction oftheremaining
sectionofStrin@O~Road(A-260)toMdcouty Arterial(A-305),andintersection
improvementsatFrederickRoad@ 355)andClarksburgRoad(A-2n @ 121)to
comet eastboundandwestboundlefi-~ lanesalongClarksburgRoad(A-2~.

5. Co-chon of~dcounv Arterial (A-305) from Stringtom Road (A-260) to Clarks-
burg Road (A-27) must begin when the developer _ building any of the residential
tic on Blocks 11, 12, 13, md tie northern hti of block 10, as numbered per Prelimi-
n~ Plan approval.

me roadwy improvementsrecommendedasconditionsforapprovalofthembjectsiteplan
aredevelopedtomeettheprojectpl~ andthepre~i planrequirementsandtoaddress
additioti-rtation issueswhichDPW, SW andticonsiderae necess~toprovideasafe
andefficientroadwaysy~emforthesubjectsiteplan.
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De@m5er 31, 1997

Rwkville. \larylancl ~-1747

Mr. Wl[iam H. Hussmann, Chairman
Montgome~ County Planning Board
Montgomery Regional O~e
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, M~land 20910

&

,,
Dear Mr. Hussmanm

Re: ClaAsburg TM Center
Site Plan # 8-98001

This regards the referen=d site plan lo-ted within he Claksburg Tow Center of the
approved and adopted Clarksburg Master Plan. 1 understand that this plan is to be
reviewed by the Montgomev County Planning Board on Janua~ 22, 1998.

You will re~ll that I wote to you in September 1995 tien the MCPB ansidered the
preliminary plan of subdivision for this property. At tiat time, I evlained that MCPS was”
pleased tiat a =ative soltion had been found for the patistiool site rntiguration. We
supported tie rewmmendation tiat plamelds for use of the elementav stiool would be
lo~tad on pa~and, maintained by pafi staff, and most importantly, that these plafields
would be available for exclusive S*OOI use during normal stiool hours or for stiool-
sponsored funtions.

We appr~ate the additional information provided by the appli-n~ ti~ MCPS needs to
satisfy mnems about tie anstrudability of the site for an elementaw stiool. Soil borings
and geot~ni=l analysis were provided at two Io=tions on the land to be dedi=ted. It
appears that the appliant intends to raise the elevation of that potion of the site proposed
for Io=ting the building element by depositing approximately 15 to 20 f=t of fill in some.
lo~tions. Prior to dedi=tion, MCPS proposes that tie appii-nt mndud a testing
program, tie final report signed and sealed by a registered professional engineer,
atienti-ting the adequa~ of deposited soils to support typi&l building foundation loads.

MCPS mntinues to prefer tiat the’ land dedi=tion be made diredy to the Board of
Edu=tion. I am again requesting that this 8-a~e parml be deeded diraly to he Board of
Edu=tion by tie developer following the usual pro=dures for subdivision approval and
remrdation of a plat for tie site. This land is being provided solely for stioolpu~oses and
as SUM should be titled to tie Board of Edu=tion. At sufi time as tie Board of
Eduation’s Capital Improvements Program is funded for a stiool to be mnstruded here,
Paks Division en extiangethis &aae parml for another 8-awe parml tithin the site as
sho~ on the endosd exhibit
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Mr. William H. Hussmann -2- December 31, 1997 -

M-NCPPC has agreed to apply to the Board of Public Works for permission to extiange
the new dedication for the area needed for tie stiool building, parking, bus dro@ff,
basketball murt and playground followingate plan approval. However, mere is some risk
that tie Board of Public Woks may not approve SUM a mnveyance, since MCPS would
not have title to land to effect a land extiange. If the land is dedicated directly to MCPS,
the dedicated land en be providd to M-NCPPC for interim use through a lease at nominal
cost as we have done at many other future stiool sites.

You also should bow that tie State of Mawlands Pubfic Stiool Construction Program w.11
reimburse the Board of Edumtion only for costs incumed in connection tith on-site s~ool
development In other words, the land must be titled to tie Board of Education to be
eligible for state reimbursement. If the Board of Edumtion were to develop plafields on M-
NCPPC propew for joint usage, the State of Maryland would declare those ofi-site
development rests to be ineligible for reimbursement I suggest that tie land designated

as plafields for the new stiool be deeded to the Board of Edu=tion as part of the land
extiange mntemplated. This wuld not preclude the Board of Education from stiking an
arrangement to provide for joint usage and maintenan= responsibility after the
development has occurred. If you tish, we can agree to reconvey the fields to M-NCPPC
after development is complete and the funding reimbursement has been re=ived from the
state.

I hope mat we. =n reati an amicable agreement on the terns and renditions for
dedi=tion. Thank you for your attentionto tiese mmments.

Sincerely,
.“

Wltiam M. W{der, Director
Department of Fatihties Management

Enclosure

copy to
Ms. Wtthans Y

Ms. Stimieler
Ms. Turpin
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Januarylj,1998

William H. Hussmm
Chairman

Montgomery County Planning Board
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 2091O

Dear Mr. Hussmann:

The Montgomery County Historic Preservation Commission ~C) understands that the
Planning Board will be ttilng up the review of a proposed Site Plan for the Clarksburg Town ~
Center project at your January 22, 1998, meeting. We wish to offer a number of adviso~
comments and recommendations on this Site Plan, which is directly adjacent to the Master PIw
Clarksburg Historic District.

The Clarksburg Town Center project has a long histo~ rmd has been discussed
extensively by tie HPC. On March 11, 1992, the HPC discussed tie proposed Clarksbmg Master
PlanwhichaddressedtheClwksburgTown Centerdevelopmentasoneoftiemajorcomponents
intheplan.On March22,1995,theHPC reviewedaProjectPlanapplicationfortheClarksburg
Town Centermd developedcomrnen~totransmittothePlanningBoard.Mostrecently,on
December17,1997,theHPC reviewedthecurrentSitePlanapplication.

It is very important that the final plan for the Clarkburg Town Center do
eve~thbsg possible to respect and protect the character of the Clarhburg H]storic District
- this has been a significant goal since the beginning of the Clarksburg Master Plan
process. At tie time of tie Project Plm review of tie Clarksburg Town Center projec~ a
ntiber of concerns relating to historic presemation and the Clarksburg Historic District were
identified. These are reflected in conditions that tie Planning Board included in their approval of
the Project Plan:

. The right-of-way for Stringtom Road (as a four-lane artefid with’s planted median strip)
will be located outside of the Historic District with a transition to the center line of the
existing roadway north of the crossing of Little Seneca Creek.

. Redgrave Places extension to the east will include a minimized right-of-way of jO feet
with only two paved lanes arrd no on-street parking in the Historic District.

mtOA P~ewntbn COmmhlbn
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If the right-of-way is available, the developer of cl~ksb~g Town Center will conswct
the extension of Redgrave Place in tie Historic Dis~ct. If~d when the land is made
available, the developer will share direct moving expenses only for relocating an existing
historic house chat is in the right-of-way. If the developer ~d property owner who is
dedicating the right-of-way agree, tie developer ~11 m~e available ~ identified ouflot
to be merged with a potiion of the adjaceot parcel so as to create another lot.

Access euements to fuwe public sewer ~11 be provided for swcmres in the Historic
District.Theseeuemen~ maybe locatedattieintersectionsofStingtomRoadand
FrederickRoad,andRedgravePlaceextendedandFrederickRoad.

TheheadstonesfromtheClinkFmilyCemetew,whicharec~enflybeingstoredat
Linle Bennen Park, till be incoqorated into ~ intevremtive exhibit that will be located
in a small park at a prominent location in the development.

Increase the setback of tie proposed public street located next to tie historic church to 30
feet and provide screening for the existing ch~ch cemetery. DO not have a tot lot next to
the church and maintain his Nea m open sPace to provide a li~ to tie ch~ch ProP?W.
The size oflots and setbacks of the proposed development must match, approximately,

the development standmds in the R-200 zone for building setbacks md width of lots
along the southeastern boundary of the site within the Historic District.

The Site Plan for the Clarksburg TOW Center project addresses a number of the historic

preservation issues and concerns hat were raised during the ProjectPlan,buta fewsfllremain
unresolved.Theseareasfollows:

. the exact right-of-way design for Stringtown Road at Route 3jj,

. the lighting of this intersection,

. the timing and implementation of the extension of Redgrave Place to the east of
Route 35j,

. the details of the design for the area commemorating the Clark Family Cemetery,

. the number of lots adjacent to the historic distric~

. bnffering of these adjacent lots.

These issues are still of major concern to the HPC and were discussed in detail during
their December 17th meeting. However, the Commission is hopeful that many of these concerns
can be resolved. Our advisory recommendation to the Planning Board is that certain
conditions be included in the Site Plan approval that will address the concerns noted above.
These conditions are as follows:

1. The right-of-way for Stringtow Road at Route 35j, includi~ anv public ut~

ad!acent to the riOht-of-wav, shouldbe no closer to the historic Day House than 20 feet

from the side ~vallof the building (excluding the porch.)
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2. Lighting at all road intersections, and especially at Stringtom RoadandRoute~jj,

shouldbedesigned to have a minimal impact on the Clarksburg HistoricDistrict.The
lighting-bothfixturesandintensity-Shouldbecompatiblewiththehistoricand
residentialcharacterofthearea.

3. Cw forward the Project Plan condition Fegarding the extension of Redgrave Place to the
east of Route 3jj in the Historic Disrnct. The HPC hopes tiat negotiations will continue

between the developer of Claksb~g TOW Center md Mc’ Rudden to resolve dedication
of tie right-of-way for Redgrave Place extended. hy relocation of the historic house in
the right-of-way would need to come back to the HPC as a Historic ties Work Permit.
As stated in the Clarksbwg M=ter Plan, the relocated historic house must stay in the
Clarksburg Historic District md must be oriented to Frederick Road m it is at present.

4. A design form interpretative marker which includes WO stones from the Clark Family
Cemetery headstones has been submined. This design is acceptable M long as it offers
adeqmle protection of the headstones from weather deterioration and as long as the text
of dre interpretative marker is reviewed and approved by the HPC prior to fabrication. It
would also be desirable for the marker to be located in a more central area and better
integrated into the public open space tiat is being provided.

5. The Project Plan condition regarding the lots adjacent to the Clarksburg Historic Distict
should be upheld. The means that one lot should be deleted from the single family home
area directly adjacent to the Clarksburg Historic Distict, so as to fulfill the Project Plan
condition of approximating R-200 zone lot width standards (100 wide at tie building
facade line). The current proposal shows six lots that are contiguous with tie Historic
District and they range in width from 65’ to 120, widr an average width of 83’. If tis
was dropped to five lots contiguous with the Historic District, the lots would range in
width from 80 to 120 and have an average of~dth of 10V.

6. The current Site Plan shows a j~ foot building restriction line along the rear yards of the
new single family lots adjacent to tie Historic District. In additio~ to this building
restriction line, adequate landscape buffering should be designed between the smctures
in tie Historic Disti.ct and the new houses. The buffering should include presewation of

existing trees, as well as planting of additional mixed evergreen and deciduous new trees
along the rear of the new 10E.

~ank you for the opponwity to offer these advisow recomendatiorrs. We look
fomard to working with the Planning Board on the implementation of the Clarksburg Town
Center project, and on the preservation of the Clarksburg Historic District.

Sincerely,
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January 13, 1998

TO:

&
Wyrm W]tthans,DevelopmentReviewDivision

WA: TerryH.Brooks,Chief,ParkPlasmingand Division

FROM: TanyaSchmieler,Coun@de PlanningDivision 5

William E. Gries, Land Acquisition Oficer.~
d

S~JECT: ClmksburgTown Center Site Plan # 8-98011

TheClmksburg Town CenterSiteislocatedadjacenttothedeveloped13.7acretigs
LocalParkSiteand includes dedication of a greenway rmd a partischool site. figs Park
currentiy includes wo atietic fields, a pond, a smrdl playground and two parking areas. Site
Plm # 8-98011 proposes path connections to tigs Park and a nati surface path tiough the
~eenway, as well as a proposal to add play equipment to the Pwk. These improvements as well
m the greenway plan, are ageeable to park sti with the recommendations included below.

Recommendations:

1. mat d conditions approved by the Plarming Board on September 28, 1995 pertaining to
the partiarrd b the Clmksburg Towsr Center Prel_ Plao be adhered to, inclutig
the following:

a. That requirements petig to dl parkJsnd dedication’be adhered to, including
the dedication of the fume school site to M-NCPPC which is to be held until such
time as tids are added to the County CapitaJ hprovements Program for school
co-ction.

b. That the applicat til provide site gading, Meld prepamtion and seeding of
replacement athJetic fields on the approtiately 8 acres of dedicated partischool
land at a time which insures hat there will be no disruption in the continued use
of tie efisting athJetic fields prior to completion of tie replacement atietic fields.
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2. mat tie specific fiture location of dl proposed facilities on par~and ( playgromd and
patiways) be staked in tie field and subject to tie concmence of park sM.

3. mat tie conswction of tie playground susdpatiways on pm~arrd adere to park
specifications and that engineering pi- be submitted md approved by tie Park Pltig
and Development Division and a park cowction permit be obtained prior to starting
any work.

4. mat fig’s Pond not be utitid for stotiwater rntigementfacilities, and tiat plw for
tie sand flter adjacent to tie greenway be submitted to PP&D engineering W for
approval.



~YW-NATIONAL WIT~ p~ m PLANN2NG CO-SSION

FOREST conservation P- RBCO~ATIONS

.,

.

TO: ~ans w’
Development Review Divis 10n

sm=CT : Final Forest Consenation Plan # 8-98001

Site Plan~uru TO~ Phase la and lb

NRI/FSD # 4-~4162

The stij ect Forest ConsenatlOn Plan has been reviewed by the tivironmental Plming

Division to detemine if it meets the retirements of Chapter 22A of the Montgomew Comty

Code (Forest Consenation Law) . The following determination has been made:

S~MISSION ADEQUA=

~ Adeqate as stimitted
Inadewate for evaluation. The following items must be stimitted:

_ Forest Consena tion Plan Drawinq Forest Consenation worksheet

Approved ~1 /FSD MaP Development Program

_ Justification for afforestation/re forestation method

_ @alifications of Preparer (s) _ Long tem protection methods

_ Other

RSCO~ATIONS

Disapprove for reasons cited in cements below.
Revise according to the cements specified below.

& Approve stij ect to the following conditions:

J Rewired site inspections by M-NCPpc monitoring staff (as specified in “Trees
Tecbical M_ual” )

J APProval of the fQl10win9 items by M-NcpPC staff prior to DEP issu-ce of the
sediment =d erosion control pemit:

_ Tree Protection PISD

~ AffOrestatiOn/Ref orestation pl=ting P1- (see Cements)

J s~mittal Of fln~cial seCu~itY to M-NCPPC prior to clearing or grading.
J Record plat to show appropriate nOtes ~d/or easements. Agreements mst be

approved by M-NCPPC staff prior to recording plats.

1 Mainten=ce a9reem~t tO be reviewed -d. approved by M-NCPPC staff prior to
first inspection of plmted areas.

_ Other

A Cements u adl are + to the Green wav must meet conse~a~ as

Wel 1 as De vel~ent R. VI ew Dlv~cane mst add 32
1 “ na ~ve Sba e ties or an

2) in to the trees. not as

wt of t&e tree WLna (see Sect Ion 3,B.5. In the Tree. Ter~al ) .

3) mere 1s affor~ area ~-~? 4) Nh~ch rd are Vou de~

for the RDT ar 7 If Vou a~~ dolnu 1~s on the

must be d in the net s to the

t.r of the U Sho w detail of where the were lUS -

te rlahts of wav were l~d 5) -* this 1s an sPA. we

=e lotiu for ac~. As ner the SPA ~~~ w

want to l-e seed~ anu. Trees in the be

S IGNATORS DATE ~
Environmental pl-lng Dlvlslon

cc Rob Cohen, m Ente~rlses for the appllcant FCPR r l/16/9~



. . .

., .-.
!’ .

Peter L.M. Heydem \
.

9435, Gentie Circle Y
,,.. / Gaithemburg MD 20879

11 \

\ August 19, 1997 1

‘“~~MarylandNationalCapitiParkandPlanningCorrrrms
Dep-ent ofPlarming-DevelopmentReviewDivision
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring Md 20907

SubjectProjed:ClarksburgTow Center-Phase1
~CPPC #8-98001

I am the owner of Lot 16ofBrirddey’sSubdivisiononStigtowrrRoadinClarksburg. The
Compsite Site Plan provided by MontgomeryKontgias Enterprises, bc. shows a redigrurrent
and widening of Stringtown Road At the northern end of my lot most of the required land is
taken from my land. I cc-y object to the use of my land for a road that is being widened ad
realigned for the benefit of tie developers of the Clarksburg TOW Center. The widened and
realigned road can easily be accommodated on the developers property, if the developer wotid
move his development some 250 feet to the nofiwest and wotid dedicate a tider tip of land
for the rod There is nothing in the lay of the land that would prwlude tis. Pltig to we my
prope~ is just away to get additional land cheaply and I Won@y obj~ to that.

Plwe, inform me of tie Plarming Board hearing data and time. I wish to protest this plarr in
person,

m you ve~ much for keeping me informed.
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( \->Clarksburg CIVIC Association
P.O. 90% 325

C:arksburg. Ma~iaad 20871.0325

~~a’~ ,

~veiopmenl Review Division ..

December 6, 1

. ,

997

Wdliarn H. Hussmu Cti~
The MaWland-National &piral Park and Planning Commission
8787 Geor~a .Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20910-3760

Chairman Hussmarm:

The following comments ha~e been re~ie~~ed md endorsed by tie Clarhburg Ci*ic Asociation’s
(CCA) Executive Cotittee. Three members of the Clarhburg Civic Association held a meeting
~vith Wym Wittha to discuss these comments. The members me Dalid POX ~chard Strombotne,
and Lyme Rosenbusck The commen= are for tie Clarkburg Town Center Site Plan Re~iew and
include statements of understanding, questions, md recortsmerrdatiorts.

General Comments

1.

7-.

5.

4.

The CCA rmderstands thal MS phase of development represents 775 (60%) of the howes
planned for the To~+nCenter \~iti a densi~ of approtiately 6.5 dwelling units per acre.

It is tie CCA’Suncle-ding tit tie -um btitig setback have beenreducedby mo~
b 50% horn tie Prel- PIan as follow

X Plan Site PlmPrel.
. From one farn;ly detached zoning lW 5P
. From other residential zoning 30’ 15’
. From any street 30 10

The CCA understands tit the crumbr of private roa& have been reduced to Rvo. The
fronmge roads are private roads to rdlow for assi~ed parbg.

Please ensure tiat tbe playgomds and tot IOKbe bandcap accessible.

.
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6.

7.

8,

9.

10.

11.

I?.

13.

Clarksburg Civic Association
P.@. gOX 325

C!a:ksburg. Ma~land 20871.0325

..

The CCA uders~ds tiat the etistirrg house at the intersection of~ 355 and Main Sweet
is to be relocated into the Histotic Dism.ct.

The proposed ali--ent of Srringro\\n Road at MD Sjj goes throu-~ an historic house.
How will this alignment be changed?

A“ke rig,ht+f-wy (ROW) is pro~sed for access to the Rudden Propw southwa of the
site. W :s the imention of this?

Parkngforsomeoftheto~~fiooses(i.e.,lots19-25,Block,Gand14-18,4348,BlockF)

aPwam inadeqwteortoofara\\ay.

What is piamsed for “CW = l” (Parcel“D”)intheparkingisland?

The trash cart enclosures are a wooden fence, wbch will fdl into disrepair over time. A
rnaso~ fence wotid hold up much longer.

The CCA recommends handicap curb CUKat each intersection. my some are show

Will there be co~enmts regulating the ~P and heights of fences allowed? A unifon fence
q~ is more attracti~e thasr a hedge podge.

A large prtionof the parting is located dorrg tie geen~+ay road That is a long W to
homes for some rcsiden~ and gue=.

k~pe and Environmerrtil Concerns
.,

1. The CCA applauds the amount and large sties of landscapkg indicated and the developers
willingness to invest so much in landscaping. The To}tiome Mews tiden is especially
attractive, however it does not provide btier free access for the handicapped

7-. Are there details for tie bioretenrion ponds, tree protection and reforestation?

3. The etistirig tree on MD 355 at the intersection witi Main Street needs to he saved and
shodd be protected from construction No pro~ction is indicated It appears tit a retaining
\\dl will be required to protect the csiticd root zone.
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4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

Clarksburg Civic Association
0.0. Box 325

C~a~k~bu:g. Maryland 20871.8325

.

~e cti\’err design for the Little Seneca Creek m%uw crossing is insensitive to the stream

valley buffer. A bridgewouldhavelessirnpaclonthestream andallowwildlifeandpeopleto
passunder it.

mere are a lot of 2:1 SIOPS at the stream crossing ~’hich again are difflcdt to maintain

What tind of long-tern maintenance is prowsed for the sand filters? ~o \~ill be
responsible for this maintenance?

Some driveway slopes are ~en steep {UPto 11~01. A gentle (5°’0m~~m~) SIOVallows
~ople toopentheircardoors~~ithoutits~\ingingbackontheirlegs.

Some parking lot slopes are too steep for the same reason (Parcel “B”, Block A and Parcel
“A”, Biock D).

me quantiV ofscreeningtitisproposedfortheptip sraion is adequate. fie CCA
sugges~ chan~ng the vw of trees from so many deciduous to more e~ergeen mees and
sbbs.

Many of the plants specified are not recommended for Northern Montgomeq CounV for
various reasons:

. Deodar Gdar - not har~ to zone 6.

. Wintering Hotiom - k ve~ sharp horns. One is loca~d dangerously close to tie
hikerbker til n= tie pump *tiom

. Schwederi Maple - ld scorch due to high temperatures (not serious).

. Ml~Twy KOW Dogwood - Discula Anthracnose has appeared on tie Chinettsis
varieties. Suggest using another Kousa Dogwood

. Gistgko - Females have ve~ mes~ and malodorous fruit. Speci@ a mde clone.

. Swlet Oak - not u tolemnt of adveme conditions as Northern Red O&

. Canadian Hetiock - Wooly Adelgid is a seriom insect problem, which will kill the
mee.

. Austrim Pine-severediebackduetoDiplotiaripBligh\adisease.

. hleas arelocatedinfilsm ~ey prefershade.

. Plant“PLO”isnorintheplainIi=
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Clarksburg Civic Association
P.O. BOX 325

,~:ark~bu:g. Ma~land 20871.0325

12. Se\eral of the plantsspecified area prefemedsourceof.food by our local deer ~pulation and
i~ill be eaten:

. Aleas

. Yews

. Daylilies

13. The wyirtg detail shows tiee w W+r:s ‘tit look Ifie a petentia! tid lo unww
~defi~, ~ese should be flagged witi 1” diameter PVC pipe or other hi-~y l~sible

material.

14. Tree \\mp is no longer recommended for tree plating. Damaged bark can be hidden under
tree \Inp.

15. There is an excessive amount of mulch shown around shmb and pcretial beds. This m&es
for urmecess~ weeding.

Outdoor Lighting Review

1. Currendy, in Clarkburg the MKT Way is still visible in our ni@t sky. The CCA would Ike
to presewe this ni-~t sL7 for all the citizns to enjoy. This can be accomplished and still allow
the Town Center to he adequately lit by lights pointing dowm rather tian up. ~ additio~ tie
cost associated witi Ii-ghtingis primady the labor cost to WI and tie cost of tie electrici~
to run tie Iighrs. The elecrncd cosrs are ~ed by using a hi@y efficient luminaire and
@are is reduwd by proper shielding.

2. The site ph shows an acorn light -. The type of lamp is not ~cfied Due to
inadequate shielding tis ti pro~ccs much @are m,d can be a safery issue, especially to
our older citiens who are more sensmve to glare. This is not acceptable. The CCA strongly
recomends that a full cutoff li-dt needs to be specified.

3. The CCA stron~y recormnends tighting from Iuminair es that tight ordy the ~ound Ursifody,
not tie SLT(full cutoff I~). The luminaire needs to be efficient to operate (measured
by Iumew’watt). Low pressure wdiutn is tie most eficient comrnordy available lumimi~
that has the added feature of not losing efficiency over ix Iifedme. We rdtie that color
rendition is IOSLbut that is not critical for tie To~*n Center. (Mgh pressure sodium is *O
acceptable. ) ~e lightig needs to be of tiform densi~ at the level of 1 footcande or less.
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Clarksburg Civic Association
?.0. 90X 325

Clarksburg. Ma~land 20871.0325

.,

This EP of lighting, if proprly irrshlled provides little glare and \~odd be adequte for

PWses of the Town Center.

.Multi-u9e Trail, Pedestrian, and Bicycle ~sues

1

?-.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

The CCA appreciates the Clarkb~g Green~ay Trail wticb ~ill connect Little Bennett Park
with the eflended Ma~der Trail. The Clarksburg Green-y Trail should be a popular trail
\\ith a variety ofusers.?!e=econsiderincremingtbe.*idtthof“Mstrailfiorrr8feetto10feet
toaccommodatetieusers.

~e M=er Platscallsforabike~~ayon StrirrgrownRoa& Noneisindicale&TheCCA
recommends paved shoulde~ as an alternative.

The Master Plan desi~ates Main Street= a Clms 3 bicycle facilim. The design of Main
Street does not appear to accommodate this use in a safe manner. We uderstand that the 10
foot ~r lane widti and ptilel parking on Wh Stieet are for traffic calming. People ~%ill
ride bicycles a safe &stance to the left of any parked cars which will probably be up the
nridde of the lane. ~s will smely calm mfflc sdso! Please consider other alternatives.

There needs to be bic~cle’pedestrimr access to the new elemen~ school from all parts of the
To~m Center. h addltiou crosswalks and pedestian signals need to be installed at
intersections with tie roads suounding the Town Center and at major intersections witirs
the Town Center.

There needs to be pedetim%icycle access to the future transit mtiom

The “hverted V bicycle mch ~rbich are spcfied are acceptable.

Beween ~ 355 and Burnt Hill Rod Clarksburg Road is desi~ted as a Class I Bike~\ay.
However, due to tie number of plarmed irttersectiom, this is not safe. Please consider
cb-tig the desi-=tion to a CIUS D Bkemay. The cment,berm and trees need to be kep~

Si&wah with right aogle _ till cause ~s wear. The CCA suggests provitig radii or
asrgled intersections.

Tbe pti $/stem aroud the Ponds in Parcel “B” looks good
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Clarksburg C;vic Association
?.0. BOX 325

Clarksburg. Ma~land 20871.0325

. .

10. me na~l ~il in the greenl~ay crosses some IOW~eu i~here footbridges may be neces~.

Clarbbwg Citic Association

cc:
Nmcy Dacek COUSSVCouncil
Steven Wcbanofi, --fig &ned P-er
Lp Colerna~ ComrnwiV Plarming
Wp WiW, Development Re\iew
S@ Natid Tfic Review md Pltig
Jim Sebastian, Planrsing Board
~ Tait-Xoti Stior P1tig Speeidst
Steve Howie. PresidenL Cltibwg Civic .%sociation
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William H. Hussmarm, Chairman
The MaVland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
The iMontgome~ CounV Pltirsg Department
8787 Geor~a Avccse
Silver Spring, ~ 20910-3760

Chairman Hussmarm:

TheClarksburgCivicAssociation(CCA)commendstheeffortoftheMontgomen CounV
PlanningDepamaentinpreparingthestaffdraftoftheM=ter PlanofCounq~\iaeTrailsand
Bike\~ays,Au=mt 1997.We reco@zethisasacomprehensivecnuay~~ideplan of trails and
bike~vays for lMontgome~ Coun~.

me CCA is especially ple=ed i~ith the planning of fie hard surfaced extension of the khgruder
Trail from Damascus through Clarksburg’s Ovid Hazers Wells Park and on to Black Hill Re~onal
Pa-k. We are pleased \~irb the ?Iting of the hard surface Clarbburg Greerr~~ayrecreational
rmil from rhe e.wended Ma=mder Trail through Clarksbur~s ToI\n Center to Little Bennett
Re~onal Park. We are happy to see the plaruting of the Rsdge Road trail connecting the
Clarksburg area ~ttithGerrrrantow. The CCA \vould like to see these trails implemented since

they \\ill help satis~ tie recreational needs of northern Montgome~ CounV by Iitig the
qot%ing conuttw’lies with the regiaaal parks of the area. The rmils will pro>ide a safe corridor for
cttilcbcn and tiukfi io bicycle or We frorn.’uh<ii homes to their p~’~j. We believe the entire
courry \~ill benefit by rhese trails and will enjoy using them.

The CCA also hopes dsat 1-270iMD j5j Bikei}ay Com’dor \iill be refined desi-med, and
implemented. This \\ill geatl~ improve the safe~ of bicycle commuters from Clarksburg reaching
their \vork in Germaatoi~n, Galrhersburg, and Rock~ille. It ~vill also enhance future opportunities
of bicycle corarnutem \~ho live to the south and ~~illsomeday ivork in Clarfiburg. We believe the
[-270~ 3jj Bike\vay Corridor ~villalso be used by the recreanonal bicyclist to reach the
recreational trails that \\ill someday exis~ in the northern pan’ of Momgomev Corm~. bdy, this

corridor is important in pro~iding multimodal trmpfition in the regioml coate.ti benvetn
t~ontgome~ aad Frederick counties. Asyoukno\v, bicycles cm play mt im~rumt role in helping
to reduce traffic congestionif safe and \\ell desi-med bicycle facilities are ia place.
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Clarksburg Civic Association
P.O. BOX 325

Clarksburg. Ma~land 20871.0325

TheCCA alsoencouragestheadditionofaBike\\ayCorridorfromh:~onsville, through
Damascus, and onto Clarksburg. The northesem area of tie courr~ ISgo~}ing and tie current
and future cititm of this area should have similar access by bicycle from their homes to their
emplo}rnent locations as do otier areas of the coun~.

TheCCA enco~es boti tie recreationtrailsandthebike~%aycorridorsbedesi~edand
implem?n[edassoonu ~ssible(btienew fewyears).~neyl+iilbe easier to put’itr place prior
to the build out of Clarhburg. They will artmct both bushesses and home omers to tis area
They tkill also shotvcase Montgome~ Counw’s cornmi~ent to the recreational and transportation
needs ofits citiem. The trail system will also attract tourists from Ihrou@out the region,
including NorthernVir-tiiaand bring their dollars to tie local businessesof Montgomew CounY.
The CCA encourages the development of the trails and bike~vays throughout Montgome~ CourtT

as shown in the Master Plan.

Sirrcerely yours,

Vice President
Clarksburg Ci}ic Association

cc:
Douglas Duncau Montgome~ Couny Executive
kih, LeggeK PresidenL Montgomen Coun~ Council
Graham Nortom Head of De-ent of Public Works md Tmspmtion
LyrrColemm, CommuniV Planner
Jim Sebastia& Planrting Board
Wy~ Wirrhms, Development Review

Gad Tait-Nouri, SetiorPlaoningS~cialist
Sarah Naiid Tmff~c Revie\v and Planning
Steve Ho}lie. PresidenL Cl=~b~g Civic *Sociation

A
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( 26517 Aiken Drive
Clarksburg, MD 20871 )

Williant H Hussmm Chairman
The Maryland-National Capita] Park and Planning Commission
The Montgomery County Pltig Dep*ent
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20910-3760

Cbirntan Hussmann:

~s letter addresses the =fety of the three classes of bicycle facilities ad addresses these safety
issues in terms of tie Clarksbwg, MImd -er pl~. ~S letter does not propose discarding
master planned bicycle facilities, but proposes chan@ng the classification of m-er planned bicycle
facilities prior to co-ction if there is a safety hazard

me following are rhe three generally accepted classifications of bicycle facilities:
1. The Class I Bike Pati or Bike Trail is a hard surfaced parb physically separate horn any

road.
7-. The Class H Bike he is a prdon of the roadway which & been stri~d separate from

the travel lane. me Bike Lane is ustily a paved shotider.
3. The Class ~ Bike Route is a roadway lane designed for shared use by mototied vehicles

and bicycles.

When planning for Class ~ Class D, or Class ~ bicycle facilities, there are seved criteria which
shodd be wei@ed Some of the criteria are stie~, @ of use, vehicle density (vehicles per day),
road wid@ and sWed Iirnirs. An emphasis shodd be given to stiety. This letter ordy addresses
the safety issue.

me Class I Bike Path is used for recreational and transportation oses by dl groups of people
including children and addts from novice riders through experienced riders. This facihty is
generally a hard surfaced path separate from any road Bike Paths are typicdy designated as
mdti-use -il which means tit it shodd accommodate hikers and runners, skaters and bladers, a
well as, bicyclists. The timurn w.dtb is 10 feet (MHTO -dards - Gtide for the
Development of Bicycle Facihties), but 14 feet is better in order to accommodate W the user types.
The Maryland DOT SHA Bicycle arsdPedetian Plarrnin@esign Guidelines specifies tit tiere
shotid be a smooth and clear two foot zone on each side of the Bike Pati This can be used = a
remvery zone or a place to rest or make repairs so as not to tider tic on the pah The Bike
Path is bidirectional.



me class I Bke path is a safefaciliv provided here ~e rn~rrr~l intersectionstith roa+ and
driveways. The problem ~i~ B~e pati crossing road~~s is ha: ~ese crossings are not at tie
usti intersectionsites.men aBikepatiisp~llelw“tiaroadwhenbothcrossanotierroa~
theBikePathisoffsetfromtieadjacentroadWicallyby6 to10feet.men acarismakinga
~ thedriverislookingintheroadwy fororhervehlcles,notattheBikePa& crossing.me

bicyclist must look at eve~ tite=ection not O~Yfor ve~c)es to tie fi@t and lefi but for possible
ting vehicles from the adjacent roadway w~ch is a consldemble ~stance away. In addition,
many existing Bike Paths do not kve a smooti msition to dre intersecting roadway surface.
Mere this is the case,the bicyclist mustalsogive attention to the bump which takesattention
away from looking for other vehicles. Note that along the Bike Path ptilel with ~ 108 in
Olney, this bump is not at ri@t an@es tith the direction of hvel.) The resdt of dl this is a higher
chance of mototied vehiclhicycle crashes at intersections and driveways. TWOintersections per
mde or less is tolerable, while more than two becomes intolerable.

A secondary problem with those Bike Paths that are separated from a parallel roadway by a few
feet is glass debris. Bike Paths become targets for the breaking of glass boties. The bicyclist has
few options for avoiding the broken @=s md may decline to we the Bike Path if this is a tiequent
problem.

Good uses for a Class I Bike Path are for Rail-to-TmiI conversions, trails in park or rural settings,
and trails along major highways and transit ways where there are few at sade intersections.

A Class D Bike Lane i: a smooth surface attached to a roadway, but separated with a painted
stripe. TWically, this is a paved shedder or a recovery zone. The minimum width of a Bike Lane
is 4 fee~ but wider is better. ~s w’dth shodd not include the gutter pa The width shordd
de~nd on traffic density and the speed limit. The Feded Wghway Administration gives charts
specifying the mitimurn lane tidths given tis criteria. The Bike Lane is u“directionsd. Since the
Bike hes are unidirectiond, bicyclists can generally travel f=ter than on Bike Paths. Bike lanes
are typicdy used for transportation uses, but can accommodate recreational users. The wider bike
lanes may safely accommodate rdl @s of bicycle users, while the narrower lanes may ody
accommo&te the more experienced bicyclists.

Bike hes area safe bicycle ficility. The stripe serves as a separation guide be-en the
mototid tiaffic and the bicycle tic. The drivers of tie mototid vehicles have good visI%Mty
of the bicycles and the cycli~ can emily see tie motorized Mc. were a bicycle facility has a
higher frequency of intersections witi other roadways or driveways, the Bike Lane is safer than
Bike Pab since they cross at the norrnd intersection site and there is no trartsition horn the Bike
Lane surface to the intersecting road~y surface as is found with some Bike Path facihties. A
right-~ lane shodd transition across the Bike ke and travel right of the Bike he.
Appropriate striping and signage is needed to direct vehicles before the irrtersectiom Reference the
AAS~O Gtide for tie Development of Bike Facilities. Right-m lanes shodd be shared by ~
right ~’ng vehicles. Bike Lanes do have a problem where on-road parking is permitted

Bike Lanes have the addinonal advanrage tiat if there is debris on tie lane, such as broken glass,
tie bicyclist may avoid tie glass by care~ly maneuvering into the adjacent tivel lane. Bike
hes are dso more likely to have snow removal during the winter than are Bike Paths.
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The Clms ~ Bike Route is generally a designationofa safe ~d desirablebike route to a sycific
destination or drrou-d a specific area. A Bike Route on a lightly traveled roadway is safe for all
users, while a Bike Route on a heavily traveled roadway, a narrow roadway lane, or a roadway
with a higher speed limit is wable by only the more experienced bicyclists.

A bicycle facdity may consist of different CISSS=. For instance, a rad-to-trails alignment may be
interrupted by a residential area or a tom center. A Bike Path would be desirable along the
rail-to-trail alignrrren~ then become a Bike Route on tie ti~tly travelled street through the
residential neighborhood or as a Bike Lane tiough a tow center.

A master plan may spccis a Bike Path along an existing roadway. This may be inappropriate due
to frequent intersections, environmental concerns, or the phastig of development hr these cmes,
there should be enough flexibility to replace tie m~ter plarmed Bike Path w’th a Bike he.
Etisting master plans did not have available criteria for properly choosing the appropriate type of
bicycle facili~. Errorsofjudgementinthem~er pl~ sho~dberemediedpriortoco~ction.
h inappropriate Bike Path will not be wed and tiosdd be a we of money.

Ttig a look at the Clarksburg Master,P1an, the Master Plan spcifies a Class I Bike Path along
Clarksburg Road Piedmont Road and Stringtown Roa& and the Clarksburg Greenway, and
specifies a Class ~ Bike Route along Main Street. This Minter Plan was developed prior to
bicycle facility safeV guidekes existig and does not provide the reason why one class of bicycle
facility was chosen over another.

The Class I Bike Paths along Clarbbwg Road Piedmont Road and Strirrgtow Road do not meet
tie safety test Each of these roads till bve numerous intersections into and out of the
C1arksb~g Tom Center. These intersections pse a ~fety tid as noted above. htea~ the
community w.11,tie better served with Class H Bike Lanes along each of these roads. Note that
today, prior to the build out of Claksburg, bicyclists fiequentiy ravel along =ch of these roads.

The Clarksburg Greenway is designed to be a hard surfaced Class I Bike Pa& It d start at the
extension of the Magruder Trail and go north through dre Clarbburg Town Center into Litde
Bennett Regional Park This is an appropriately plarmed Bke Pati and W receive lots of w,
when built (provided the -der Tfil is Mly built). There will be fcw intersection, even
tiou@ tie Clarksbwg Town Center. mere there are intemections, tiey till need to be caretily
desi~ed and implemented

The Class ~ Bike Route on Main Street till provide a route for bicycli- into the Town Center
from both the east and the west. Main Street will connect ~ 355 with Piedmont Road tiough
the Town Center. tin Street is being designed as a paved 36 foot tide Weet (except the
relatively short one way pordon and the culvert crossing of Litde Seneca meant). The current
&ought is to have 10 foot travel lanes and 8 foot parking lanes. Since imdeq~te off street
parking is being designed in the Clarksburg TOWOCenter, the on street parking will be used It is
questionable if this Bike Route is a safe desi~ Since the ptilel on street pwking will be used for
the parking of ems, it cannot be used m a bicycle lane. The Momgomev Bicycle Action Group
~AG) has proposed stiping a 6 foot ~king lane, a 3 foot bicycle lane, leaving a 9 foot travel


